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Kerala Gazette No. 47 dated 25th November 1980 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


FOREST DEPARTMENT - XVI MEETING OF THE CENTRAL BOARD OF 
FORESTRY - RECOMMENDATION UNDER AGENDA ITEM No. 13 
INSTITUTION OF VAN PANDIT AWARD ON ALL INDIA 

BASISPROPOSALS ACCEPTED - ORDERS ISSUED 


AGRICULTURE (FOREST MISC .) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 2731/80 /AD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 1st October 1980 


Read :-1. Letter No. 1-8 /77-FRY dated 22-2-1977 from the Government 

of India , Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation (Department 

of Agriculture) New Delhi. 
2 . Letter No. P3-23724 /77 dated 24-1-1979 from the Chief 

Conservator of Forests . 


ORDER 


The Central Board of Forestry in its XVI Meeting recommended the 
institution of awards to individuals who serve the cause of tree planting in 
the Country . Government of India have accepted the recommendations and 
have requested the State Government to take steps for the purpose . 

2 Government, after careful examination of the case in consultation 
with the Chief Conservator of Forests, accept the above recommendation 
and are pleased to order as follows: 
(i) A Certificate and cash award of Rs. 1000 will be given to the 

individual who takes up the largest number of tree planting 

and records the highest Percentage of survival at State level. 
(ii) A Rolling Trophy costing Rs. 2500 will be given to the local 

body (Panchayat/Municipality /Corporation ) to which the 

above individual belongs. 
The awards are to be presented each year during the Vanamahotsava 
Celebration . 

3. Sanction is also accorded for the expenditure on this account to be 
met from “ 313 (1) 6 Forest Publicity ” . 

G. 1519 
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4 . The rules for giving awards under the scheme are given in the 
appendix . 


By order of the Governor, 
K. V. VIDYADHARAN , 

Special Secretary. 


To 


The Secretary, Central Board of Forestry Commission , Government of 

India , Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation (Department of 

Agriculture) New Delhi ( with C. L.) 
The Chief Conservator of Forests (Development ) 
The Chief Conservator of Forests (WL) 
The Chief Wild Life Warden 
All District Collectors 
The Accountant General, Kerala ( This issue with the concurrence of the 

Finance Department) 
The Chief Conservator of Forests (WL) 
The Chief Conservator of Forests (Dev) 
The District Collectors 
The Special Secretary , Agriculture ( Forest Misc.) Department 
The Revenue Department (Vide U. O. No. 10502/P1/80 /RD . dated 

12-3-1980. 
The Development Department (vide U. O. No. 19919 /H4/80 /DD . dated 

25-3-1980 . 
The Local Administration 

and 

Social Welfare Department 
(vide U. O. No. 15398 /C2/80/LA & SWD dated 10-4-1980. ) 
The General Education Department (vide U. O. No. 27368/G3/80 /G . 

Edn. dated 10-9 1980.) 
The Finance Department (vide U. O. No. 3786 |Agri. C2/79/Fin . dated 

10-7-1979.) 
The Director of Public Relations 
The Stock File. 


Appendix 
: വനപണ്ഡിത അവാർഡു നൽകുന്നതിനുളള ചട്ടങ്ങൾ 


1 . വനം വകുപ്പിൽ നിന്നും വിതരണം ചെയ്യുന്ന വ്യക്ഷത്തെകൾ വാങ്ങി 
നട്ടുവളർത്തി 

സ • ര ക ി ക്ക ന്ന വ്യക്തികൾക്ക്സ്ക്കൂളുകൾക്ക് മററു 
MULOnJM6013OODS Oloco " Moja 10 " അവാർഡിന് അപേക്ഷിക്കു 
200 cronon2222. 
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അവി 


2. ഏറ്റവും കുറഞ്ഞത് പല ജാതികളിൽപ്പെടുന്ന നുറ് (100), വക്ഷ 
ത്തെകൾ എങ്കിലും സംരക്ഷിക്കപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കണം. തൈകൾക്കു ത ി ൽ രണ്ടു 
മീറററിൽ കുറയാത്ത അകലംഉണ്ടായിരിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

3 . മൽസരത്തിൽ പങ്കുകൊള്ളണമെന്ന് ഉദ്ദേശിക്കുന്ന വ്യക്തിക്ക് 
സ്ക്കൂളിന്/ മററു സ്ഥാപനത്തിന് ആവശ്യമുളള തെ കൾ ഓരോവർഷവും 
ജൂലൈമാസത്തിൽ സൗജന്യമായി വനം വകുപ്പിൽനിന്നു നൽകുന്നതാണ്. 

4 . തൈകൾ വാങ്ങുന്നതോടൊപ്പം ഏതു സ്ഥലത്തുനിന്നാണ് 
കിട്ടിയത് എന്നു കാണിക്കുവാൻ വനം വകുപ്പിൽ നിന്നും നൽകുന്ന രേഖ 
സൂക്ഷിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 

5. അവാർഡിനുളള അപേക്ഷയുടെ മാത്യക അനുബന്ധം എ ആയി ഈ 
ചട്ടങ്ങളോടൊപ്പം ചേർത്തിട്ടുണ്ട്. വെള്ളക്കടലാസിൽ റൗ മാതൃക അനുസരി 
ചുളള അപേക്ഷാഫോറം മഷികൊണ്ടെഴുതി പൂരിപ്പിച്ച് ഒപ്പിട്ടയയ്ക്കണ്ട 
താകുന്നു . 

തെ കൾ വാങ്ങിയതിനു വനം വകുപ്പിൽനിന്നും കിട്ടുന്ന രേഖയും 
അപേക്ഷയോടൊന്നിച്ച് അയക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

6. ഇക്കാര്യത്തിനുവേണ്ടി രൂപീകരിക്കുന്ന പ്രാദേശിക കമ്മിററിയുടെ 
ചെയർമാന് അപേക്ഷ നൽകേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . കമ്മിററിയുടെ അധികാരപരിധി, 
അപേക്ഷ സ്വീകരിക്കുന്ന അവസാന തീയതി മുതലായ വിശദവിമരങ്ങൾ മലയാള 
ദിനപ്പത്രങ്ങളിൽമു കൂട്ടി (പസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതാണ്”. 

1. അവാർഡിനുളള അപേക്ഷകൾ തൈകൾ നടുന്നതിന്റെ രണ്ടാം വർഷം 
ഏ പിൽ- മേയ് മാസങ്ങളിൽ സ്വീകരിക്കുന്നതാകുന്നു . 

8 . ഇരുപത്തിയെട്ടാമത് വനമഹോൽസവത്തിന്റെ നടത്തിപ്പിനു വേണ്ടി 
ഗവൺമെൻറിൽനിന്നും 30-6-1977 - ൽ ജി , ഒ , ആർ. ററി. 2012| 77 അഗി പാര . 
പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചിട്ടുളള പൊതു നിർദ്ദേശങ്ങളായിരിക്കും ഭവനപണ്ഡിത 
അവാർഡു നൽകുന്നതു സ . ബന്ധിച്ച നടപടികൾക്ക് അടിസ്ഥാനം. 
- 9. വ്യക്തി, സ്ക്കൂൾ, മററു സ്ഥാപനം എന്നിവ 

ഒാരോന്നിനും 
(പ്രത്യേകം പ്രത്യേകം അവാർഡ് ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. സംസ്ഥാനാടി 
സ്ഥാനത്തിലുളള മൽസരത്തിൽ ഒന്നാം സ്ഥാനത്തിന അർഹത നേടിന്ന 
വ്യക്തി/ സ്ക്കൂൾ മററു സ്ഥാപനം എന്നിവയ്ക്ക് അതാതു വർഷത്തെ 
അവാർഡുകൾ നൽകുന്നതാണ്. 

10 ( എ ) ഭവനപണ്ഡിത അവാർഡിനുള്ള അപേക്ഷകളുടെ പരിശോ 
ധനയും തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പും ആദ്യമായി പാദേശികതലത്തിലും അതിനുശേഷം 
ജില്ലാതലത്തിലും അവസാനമായി സംസ്ഥാന തലത്തിലും നട തുന്നതാണ്. 
ഓരോ ബ്ലോക്കിനും, മുൻസിപ്പൽ ടൗണിനും, മുൻസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പറേഷനും 
പാദേശിക കമ്മിററി ഉണ്ട യിരിക്കും. ബ്ലോക്കു | പാദശത്ത് അതാത് ബ്ലോക്ക് 
ഉപദേശക സമിതിയും, മുനിസിപ്പാലിററിയിൽ മുൻസിപ്പൽ കൗൺസിലും 
മുൻസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പറേഷൻ (പദേശത്ത് കോർപ്പറേഷൻ കൗൺസിലുമായിരിക്കും 
ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട കമ്മിറ്റി രൂപീകരിക്കുന്നത്. 

പാദേശ ക കമ്മിററികളുടെ അംഗസംഖ്യ അഞ്ചായിര ക്കുന്നതാണ്. 
ബ്ലോക്കുകളിൽ ബ്ലോക്ക് 

ഉപദേശകസമിതി 

ചെയർ: നും മിനിസിപ്പൽ 
ടൗണുകളിൽ മുൻസിപ്പൽ കൗൺസിൽ ചെയർമാനും, മുൻസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പറേഷ 
നുകളിൽ മേയറും അതാതു സ്ഥലത്തെ പ്രാദേശിക കമ്മ ററിയുടെ ചെയർമാൻ 
ആയിരിക്കും. ജൂനിയർ അ ( ഗിക്കൾച്ചാൽ ഓഫീസറുടെ റാങ്കിൽ കുറയാത്ത ഒരു 
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കഷിവകുപ്പുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ, ഫോറസ °റററുടെ റാങ്കിൽ കറയാത്ത ഒരു വനം 
വകുപ്പുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ ( പാദേശിക കമ്മിറ്റിയിൽ അംഗമായിരിക്കേണ്ട 
താകുന്നു . കൂടാതെ മൂന്ന് അനുദ്യോഗസ്ഥാംഗങ്ങൾ കൂടി കമ്മിററിയിൽ 
ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കണ്ടതാണ്. അനുദ്യോഗസ്ഥാംഗങ്ങളുടെ കാലാവധിമൂന്നുവർഷം 
ആയിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. ഈ കമ്മിററികളുടെ മീററിംഗിനു കോറം | തികയാൻ 
മൂന്നംഗങ്ങൾ മതിയാകുന്നതാണ്. ( പാദേശിക കമ്മിററിയുടെ ശുപാർശ ഓരേം 
വർഷവും ആഗസ്ററു മാസം 31 -ാം തീയതിക്കു മുമ്പായി. ജില്ലാ കമ്മിററിക്കു 
കിട്ടിയിരിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 


| സഭാംഗം 


10 ( ബി ) ഡിസ്ട്രിക്ട് കളക്ടർ ചെയർമാൻ ആയുളള ഡിസ്ട്രിക്ട 
കമ്മിററികൾ രൂപീകരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. അതാതു ഡിസ്ട്രിക്ടിലെ ഡിവിഷണൽ 
ഫോറസ്ററ് ഓഫീസർമാർ (കൺവീനർ) ഡിസ്ട്രിക്ട് -അഗിക്കൾച്ചറൽ 
ഓഫീസർ, ഡിസ്(ടിക ° s ” പഞ്ചായത്ത്. ഓ ഫീസർ, ഡിസ്( ടിക ° se എഡ 
ക്കേഷണൽ ഓഫീസർമാർ അസിസ്ററൻറ് ഡെവലപ്പ്മെൻറ് കമ്മീഷണർ 
എന്നിവർ ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിററി 

അംഗങ്ങൾ ആയിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. ജില്ലാ 
വികസന സമിതി നാമനിർദ്ദേശം ചെയ്യുന്ന രണ്ട് അനുദ്യോഗസ്ഥാംഗ 
ങ്ങളും ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിററിയിൽ 

ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കും. അതിൽ ഒരംഗം നിയമ 
ആ യി രി ക്കേ ണ്ട താ ണ് . കൂടാതെ അഗി- ഹോർട്ടി ക്കൾച്ചറൽ 
സൊസൈറ്റി, ഫൻഡ്സ് ഓഫ് ടീസ്, മുതലായ സംഘടനകളുടെ 
പ്രതിനിധികളും ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിററിയിൽ അംഗങ്ങളായിരിക്കുന്നതാകുന്നു . 
അനുദ്യോഗസ്ഥാംഗങ്ങളുടെ കാലാവധിമൂന്നുവർഷം ആയിരിക്കും. ജില്ലാതല 
കമ്മിററി അഞ്ചംഗങ്ങൾ ഉളള ഒ സബ്കമ്മിററി . യ 

തെരഞ്ഞെടുക്കുന്ന 
താണ്, സബ്കമ്മിററിയുടെ മീററിംഗിന് കോറം തികയാൻ മൂന്നംഗങ്ങൾ 
മതിയാകുന്നതാണ്. ( പ്രാദേശിക കമ്മിറ്റികളുടെ ശുപാർശ അനുസരിച്ചുളള 
അപേക്ഷകൾ പരിശോധിച്ച് വിലയിര . ത്തുന്നചുമതല ഈ സബ്കമ്മിററി 
ക്കാണ്. സബ് കമ്മിററിയുടെ ശുപാർശകൾ ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിററി പരിശോധിച്ച 
തിനുശേഷം തീരുമാനം സംസ്ഥാനതല കമ്മിററിക്ക് ഓരോ ആണ്ടിലും 
നവംബർ മാസം 30 -ാം തീയതിക്ക്മുമ്പായി അയച്ചുകൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 

10 ( സി ) വനപണ്ഡിത അവാർഡിനുളള അർഹതയുള് അന്തിമ 
തീരുമാനം നടത്തുന്നത് സംസ്ഥാനതല കമ്മിററിയാണ്. വനംവകുപ്പിൻറ 
ചുമതല വഹിക്കുന്ന മന്ത്രി ചെയർമാനും ഗവൺമെൻറ് സെകട്ടറി ( വനം) 
വൈസ ചെയർമാനും, ചീഫ ഫോറസ്ററ കൺസർവേററർ, ചീഫ് 
ഫോറസ്ററ കൺസർവേററർ വികസനം) , അഗ്രിക്കൾച്ചർ ഡയറക്ടർ , 
കൺസർവേററർ, വർക്കിംഗ് പ്ലാൻ- ഗവേഷണം (കൺവീനർ) എന്നിവർ കമ്മിററി 
അംഗങ്ങളും ആയിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 

11. അവാർഡിനുളള ( പാഥമിക അർഹതാ പരിശോധന തെകൾ നട്ട 
രണ്ട് വർഷത്തിനുശേഷവും അന്തിമ പരിശോധന തൈകൾ നട്ട് അഞ്ചാം വർഷ 
ത്തിലും നടത്തുന്നതാകുന്നു . 

12. (പദേശിക കമ്മിററികൾ അപേക്ഷ അനുസരിച്ചുളള സ്ഥലങ്ങൾ 
എല്ലാം പരിശോധിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . കമ്മിററിയുടെ അഭിപ്രായത്തിൽ അർഹത 
യുളള വ്യക്തി/ സ്ക്കൂൾ മററു സഥാപനം എന്നിവയുടെ വിവരങ്ങൾ 
ഇതോടൊന്നിച്ച് അനുബന്ധം ബി ആയി ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള ചേ പാറങ്ങളിൽ രേഖ 
പ്പെടുത്തി ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിററികൾക്ക് അയച്ചുകൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 

13, ( പാദേശിക കമ്മിററികളുടെ ശുപാർശയനുസരിച്ചുളള സ്ഥലങ്ങൾ 
ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിററി രൂപീകരിക്കുന്ന സബ്കമ്മിററി പരിശോധിക്കുന്നതാകുന്നു . 
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ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിററി, സബ്കമ്മിററിയുടെ ശുപാർശ പരിശോധിച്ച് അർഹത 
യുളളവയുടെ വിവരങ്ങൾ അനുബന്ധം ബി യിൽ നിർദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളള 
ഫോറങ്ങളിൽ സംസ്ഥാന കമ്മിറ്റിക്ക് ശുപാർശ ചെയ്യേണ്ടതാണ്. 
- 14. ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിററികളുടെ ശുപാർശകൾ സംസ്ഥാനതല കമ്മിററി 
പരിശോധിച്ച് ഏററവും നന്നായി വക്ഷത്തെകൾ വളർത്തുന്ന വ്യക്തി/ 
സ്ക്കുൾ/ മററു സ്ഥാപനം എന്നിവ വനപണ്ഡിത അവാർഡിനു ( പാഥമിക 
അർഹതനേടിയ വിവരം ഓ eo ആണ്ടിലും ഫെബ്രുവരി മാസം അവസാന 

ത്തോടുകൂടി പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കുന്നതാണ്. ഈ വിവരം മലയാളദിനപ്രിതങ്ങളിൽ 
(പസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതും അർഹത സർട്ടിഫിക്കററുകൾ അയച്ചുകൊടുക്കുന്നതു 
മാകുന്നു . 

15. വനപണ്ഡിത അവാർഡിനു സമ്മാനത്തുക ആയി നിശ്ചയിച്ചി 
ട്ടുളളത് ആയിരം ( 1,000 രൂപ വീതം ആകുന്നു . 

ഇത് ഓരോ ആണ്ടിലും 
ലോക വനസംരക്ഷണദിനമായി മാർച്ച് 21 -ാം തീയതി ഉചിതമായ ചടങ്ങിൽ 
വച്ച് സമ്മാനിക്കുന്നതായിരിക്കും. 

16 . ഈ തുക അഞ്ചാം വർഷത്തിൽ നൽകുന്നതാണ്. ഒന്നാം വർഷത്തിൽ 
പാഥമിക അർഹത നേടുമ്പോൾ ഉണ്ടായിരുന്ന തെകളുടെ തൊണ്ണൂറു 
ശതമാനത്തിൽ കുറയാതെ നന്നായി സംരക്ഷിക്കപ്പെടുന്നുവെന്ന് സംസ്ഥാന 
കമ്മിററിക്കു ബോദ്ധ്യമായാൽ മാത്രമേ സംസ്ഥാനത്തുക നൽകുകയുളളു . 

17. ഏതെങ്കിലും ദേശസാൽകൃത ബാങ്കിൽ ( പാഥമിക പരിശോധനയിലെ 
അർഹതയനുസരിച്ച് നിക്ഷേപിക്കപ്പെടുന്ന തുകയും പലിശയും അന്തിമ 
പരിശോധനയിൽ അർഹത നേടുന്ന വ്യക്തിക്ക്സ്കൂളിന്/ മററു സ്ഥാപന 
ത്തിന് നൽകുന്നതാണ്. 

18.: പ്രാഥമിക പരിശോധനയിൽ പണ്ഡിത അവാർഡിന് അർഹത 
നേടുന്ന വ്യക്തിക്ക് സ്ക്കൂളിന് മറ്റു സ്ഥാപനത്തിന് 

റോളിംഗ് 
( ടാഫി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട പഞ്ചായത്ത്മുൻസിപ്പാലിറ്റി മുൻസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പ 
റേഷൻഓഫീസിലും, സ്കൂൾ, മററു സ്ഥാപനം എന്നിവയ്ക്കുളള ടാഫി 
കൾ അതാതു സ്ഥാ പനങ്ങളുടെ ഓഫീസുകളിലും സൂക്ഷിക്കേണ്ടതാ ണ് . 
തുടർച്ചയായിമൂന്നു പ്രാവശ്യം ടാഫി ലഭിക്കുന്ന സ്ഥാപനത്തിന് സ്ഥിര 
മായി (ടാഫി കൈവശം വയ്ക്കാവുന്നതാകുന്നു . 
19. : acടാഫികളും, സമ്മാനത്തുകകളും, 

സംസ്ഥാനതല ക മിററി 
നിശ്ചയിക്കുന്ന സ്ഥലത്തും സമയത്തും ഒരു പൊതു ചടങ്ങിൽ വച്ച് 
നൽകുന്നതാകുന്നു . 

20 അവാർഡ് അന്തിമമായി നേടി മതു സംബന്ധിച്ച ഫലിപ പാപനം 
മലയാള ദിനപ്പത്രങ്ങളിൽ ഓരോ ആണ്ടിലും ഫെബ്രുവരി അവസാനത്തോടു 
കൂടി ( പസിദ °ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതാകുന്നു . 

2 :. ഇപ്രകാരം ഫലം പ്രഖ്യാപിച്ച് ഒരാഴ്ചക്കകം കൈമാററം ചെയുണ്ട 
ടാഫി കൈവശം വച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന സ്ഥാപനം ( പസ്തുത ടാഫി അതാതു 
സ്ഥലത്ത് അധികാരപരിധിയുളള ഡിവിഷനൽ ഫോറസ്റ 
ഏൽപ്പിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 


ഒാരോ 


മാഫീ സ 


G. 1519 


വനപണ്ഡിത അവാർഡിനുളള അപേക്ഷാഫാറം 
( അനുബന്ധം എ 5 -ാം ചട്ടം നോക്കുക) 


അപേക്ഷിക്കുന്ന നട്ടതകളുടെ 

അപേക്ഷ സമർപ്പി തെകൾ എവിടെ തെകൾ വളർത്തുന്ന 
വ്യക്തിയുടെ വിവരം (ഇനം, ക്ക മ്പ ാ ൾ 

നിന്നും കിട്ടി സ്ഥലം ഏത് ബ്ലോക്ക് 
സ്കൂളിൻറ 

സ്ഥലത്തെ തെ 
എണ്ണം, അകലം) 

അതിനുള്ള രേഖ മുനിസിപ്പൽ ടൗൺ 
മററു സ്ഥാ പന ഏതു മാസത്തിൽ കൾ (ഇനം, എണ്ണം, യുടെ വിവരം മുനിസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പ റിമാർക്സ 
ത്തിൻറ പേരും അകലം) 

റേഷൻ എന്ന വിവരം 
മേൽവിലാസവും 


നട്ടു എന്ന 


സ്ഥലം: 
തീയതി: 


അപേക്ഷകന്റെ ഒപ്പ്. 


ഭവനപണ്ഡിത അവാർഡിനുളള അർഹത പരിശോധിച്ച പ്രാദേശിക കമ്മിററിയുടെ 

ജില്ലാതല കമ്മിറ്റിയുടെ ശുപാർശ 
( അനുബന്ധം ബി 12, 13 ചട്ടങ്ങൾ നോക്കുക) 


അർഹതയുളള വ്യക്തിയുടെ വൃക്ഷത്തെകളുടെ വളർച്ച സംബന്ധിച്ച വിവരം 
സ്കൂളിൻറ/മററു സ്ഥാപന ഇനം എണ്ണം. പൊക്കം തമ്മിലുള്ള അകലം 
ത്തിന്റെ പേരും മേൽവിലാസവും 

( മീറററിൽ) 


റീമാർക്സ 


സ ° ഥലം; 
തീയതി: 


പാദേശിക/ജില്ലാ കമ്മിററി ചെയർമാൻ ഒപ്പ , 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 594 /80 /LBR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 9th May 1980 . 
The award of the Labour Court Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Director, Kerala Tourism Development Corporation 
Limited , Elanjikal Bungalow P. B. No. 46 , Trivandrum -l and their 
workmen represented by Sri R. Rajarajavarma Thampan , Asha Sadın , 
Dharm alayam Road , 

Trivandrum received by Government 
7-5-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act , 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


on 


In the Labour Court Quilon 
(Dated this the 16th day of April , 1980 ) 

Present : 
SHRI ALFRED DANIEL B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 41/79 

Between 
The Managing Director , Kerala Tourism Development 
Corporation Ltd., Elanjikal Bungalow , P. B. No. 46 , 

Trivandrum - i . 

And 
The Workman viz . Sri R. Rajarajavarma Thampan , 

Asha Sadan , Dharmalayam Road, Trivandrum -1 . 
Representation : 
Sri K. Aiyappan Pillai, 

For Management 
Advocate, Trivandrum - 14. 
Cherunniyoor Sri P. Sasidharan Nair , For Workman . 
Advocate , Law Centre, Vanchiyoor, 
Trivandrum - 1 . 
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AWARD 


as 


An industrial dispute existing between the above parties was referred 
to this court for adjudication under Section 10 ( 1) (c) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act of 1947 by the Kerala Government 

per order 
No. G. O. (Rt) 1494/79/ L & H dated 23-10-1979. 

The issue referred for adjudication is " Termination of service of 
Sri R. Rajarajavarma Thampan, Chief Cashier , Mascot Hotel with effect 
from 10-1-1977 ." 

Though the worker has filed his claim statement and replication to the 
written statement filed by the Management, today when the case was called 
on for hearing both the parties were absent; the case stood posted for 
evidence of the parties . 

The case of Sri Rajarajavarma Thampan is that his services were 
illegally terminated on 10-1-1977 without allowing him to continue up to the 
age 58. On the other hand the Management would contend that the 
termination of service was in accordance with the relevant rules. 

Since the parties were absent and no evidence was adduced I am to 
hold that the parties have now no subsisting dispute or that the Claimant 
has no sustainable case to press before this court . 

I therefore pass an award rejecting the claim of Sri Rajarajavarma 
Thampan to continue in service after 10-1-1977 . Parties to bear costs in the 
circumstances of the case. 

This award will take effect on the expiry of 30 days of its publication 
in the Kerala GovernmentGazette as enjoined in Section 17 A (1) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 


ALFRED DANIEL, 
Presiding Officer. 


Quilon . 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1218 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd August 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Proprietor , XL Pressings, Mudickal, Perumbavoor and their 
workmen represented by the President, XL Employees Union , Mudickal 
P.O., Perumbavoor received by Government on 20-8-1980 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY ASIMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


la the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 14th day of August, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B L., 

Presiding Officer 

in 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 168 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 61 of 1977 ) 

Between 
The Proprietor , XL Pressings, Mudickal, Perumbavoor 

And 
The Workmen of the above establishment represented by the President, 

XL Employees Union , Mudickal P.O., Perumbavoor 
Representations: 

Shri Joseph Franklin , 
Advocate, 

For Management. 
Ernakulam . 
Shri M.Ramachandran , 
Advocate, 

For Union 
Ernakulam . 
GA. 735 /J . 
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AWARD 


no 


Justifiability or otherwise of the dismissal of Shri P. M.Mathew by his 
employer is what is referred for adjudication by . Government as per 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 707 /77 /LBR dated 16-6-1977 . 

II. The Management contended that the employee committed 
grave acts of misconduct necessitating disciplinary proceedings and that 
hewas found guilty of the misconduct in a properly conducted domestic 
enquiry. The Unicn on the other hand contended that there was 
proper domestic enquiry. The main contention is that the employee is 
innocent of the misconduct attributed to him . 

III. The validity of the domestic ( enquiry was tried by me ara 
preliminary issue. Therein I have found that there was no proper domestic 
enquiry . The relevant facts have on stated in that order which is dated 
2-8-1980 . I shall extract here that order . 


" ORDER 
Shri P. M. Mathew , an employee of XL Pressings Perumbavcor, was 
dismissed by the Management and the correctness of the same is what is 
referred for adjudication . 

2. The dismissal was after a domestic enquy into certain charges 
raised by the Management against the employee . The domestic enquiry 
was conducted by an Advocate examined as MWi before the Court. 
The file relating to the enquiry is Ext. Mi. In the enquiry reporte it was 
found by MW1 that Shri Mathew is guilty of the charge. 

3. The charge is that Shri Mathew along with three of the workmen 
of the same establishment assaulted and intimidated Shri K. V. Joseph , 
the Watchman of the establishment and used abusive language against him 
in the afternoon of 18-8-1975 . Shri Mathew had pleaded his innocence 
to the charge . In his explanation he had also alleged that the Manage 
ment s action in having initiated disciplinary proceedings against him was 
motivated ky malafides and victimisation on account of his active trade 
union activities. This explanation was found unsatisfactory and that was 
why the domestic enquiry was ordered . 
4. The Unicn has 

case that the enquiry was not proper. Therefore 
the validity of the domestic enquiry was tried as a preliminary issue. 

The 
Management exan ined the Enquiry Officer as Mwi and proved Ext. Mi 
through her. The Management s evidence was thus closed on 21-7-1980 
and the case was adjourned for the Union s evidence to 28-7-1980. On 
that day the Management and its counsel were absent. Therefore it was 
set ex -parte and the case proceeded in its absence . The affected workman 
was ex: mined as WWI and the case posted for arguments to 30-7-1980 . 
On that day also the Management and its counsel were absent. Therefore , 
the learned counsel for the Union was heard . 
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5 . One complaint of the Union is that the Enquiry Officer did not 
grant the request of the employee to keep the domestic enquiry proceedings 
in abeyance pending disposal of a parallel criminal prosecution on the same 
cause of action. It can be seen from Ext. Mi that the workman had filed 
an application containing such a request and that the Enquiry Officer did not 
grant that request. It is well settled that there is no bar for proceedings 
with domestic enquiry even while prosecution launched of the identical 
cause of action is in progress. So there was nothing irregular in proceeding 
with the enq uiry refusing the request for awaiting the result of the 
prosecution , 

6. The request of the workman to have the assistance of an Officer 
of the Union at the enquiry was granted and all the witnesses produced by 
the workman were also examined . But the Managemeni s witnesses were 
examined in chief on 22-4-1976 in the absence of th workman . It is the 
admitted case that a telegram was sent at the instance of the workman 
on 22-4-1976 seeking an adjournment on the ground of illness. The Enquiry 
Officer when examined before me stated that she cannot recollect the time 
at which the said telegram was received. The time at which the telegram 
was received is important as the Management has no case that the workman 
was not really ill on the particular day as was intimated . The genuine 
ness of the cause was accepted by the Enquiry Officer also and so she per 
mitted the workman to cross- examine the witnesses on the next adjourned date. 
The workman as WWI swears that he was not given copies of the deposition 
of those witnesses before he was asked to cross- examine them . The 
Management also has no case that those copies were furnished to him earlier . 
The evidence recorded in the absence of the workman had been used 
against him by the Enquiry Officer to reach the conclusion that he is guilty . 
In these circumstances the enquiry cannot be treated as proper . It is also 
pertinent to note that this employee admittedly was an active unionist and 
he was retrenched along with others by che Management and those retren 
ched workmen were reinstated only on the date of the incident. Even 
according to the Management four workmen participated in the alleged 
attack against the Watchman . But proceedings were initiated against 
Shri Mathew alone. All these show that the Management had a special 
axe to grind against Shri Mathew . The allegation of victimisation can 
therefore be inferred . That is yet another ground to say that the action 
of the Management was not bona fide . For all these reasons I hold that 
the enquiry is not proper. TheManagement will be at liberty to substantiate 
its case before this Court by fresh evidence if an opportunity for tha 
purpose is sought for " . 

IV . The above order was an ex parte order as the Management was 
declared ex parte carlier. On 2-8-1980 also the Management and its 
counselwere absent to seek an opportunity to adduce fresh evidence before 
Court . So this is a case where there was no proper domestic enquiry and 
no evidence on the side of the Management before court to substantiate the 
misconduct. So the only way open to me is to hold that there was no 
justifiable ground for the dismissal." So the dismissal has to be set aside and 
I do so. The workman naturally is entitled to a reinstatement with benefits 
of continuity of service and arrears in wages . 
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V. In the result an award is passed directing the Management to 
reinstate the workman Shri P. M. Mathew with continuity of service and 
arrcars in back wages. This award shall come into force on the expiry 
of thirty days from the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer 


Ernakulam , 
14-8-1980 . 


Appendix 
Wilness examined on the Management s side : 

MWI Smt. Rosamma Joseph . 
Witness examined on the Union s side : 

WW1 ShriMathew , P.M. 
Exhibit marked on the Management s side : 

Ext. Mi The file relating to the enquiry conducted against 

Shri Mathew , P.M. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G 0. (R1.) No. 596 /80 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 9th May 1980 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Shri Peer Mohammed , Manger , Central Coffee House (now known 
as Malabar Hotels, Erattupetta and their workmen represented by the 
President, Kottayam District General Workers Union , Palai received by 
Government on 24-4-1980 is hereby pub ished under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947 


By on er of the Goverior, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


in the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 19th day of April 1980 


Present : 
SERI N. SUKUMARAN , M.SC., B. L 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL LISPUTE No. 344 OF 1979 

Between 
Shri Peer Mohammed , Manager, Central Coffee House 
(now known as Mulab.ir Hotel), Erattupetta 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the Preside 

Kottayam District GeneralWorkers Union , Palai 
Representation : 
Suri K. Divakaran , 

For Management 
Advocate, Kottayam -2 . 
GA . 647 / B . 


} 
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AWARD 


The issues referred for adjudication as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 1059/79 / 
L & H dated 26-7-1979 are the following : 
“ I. Lockout of the Central Coffee House , Erattupetta for the period 

from 1-2-1978 to 31-3-1978 . 
II. Denial of employment to workmen Jalal, Mohammed , Alikutty , 

Assen , Abdulkhalam , Mideen . Hussain and Lateef. 
III. Compensation due to the workmen , if any. " 
2. The Management appeared in response to the notice issued from 
this Court. But the notice issued to the President of the Union 
representing the workmen was returned with the endorsement that 
the addressee is not known . Therefore I addressed the District 
Labour Officer, Kottayam to furnish me the correct address of the President 
of the Union to repeat the notice. An address was furnished by the District 
Labour Officer and the notice was repeated in that address. That was also 
returned with the endorsement of the Postel Authorities that the addressee 
is not available. In such circumstances it was not feasible to repeat further 
attempts to serve the notice on the Union . Hence notice to the Union was 
dispensed with and the case taken up for award after hearing the Manage 
ment. 

3. According to theManagement there no real industrial dispute 
between itself and its workers. The Union which raised the dispute must 
have been aware of the reference as per the notice normally issued by Govern 
ment to it simultaneously with the reference . Even then the Union did not 
care to enquire about the progress of the case so far. That is a circumstance 
to think that the Union is not interested in the dispute. As it is not possible 
to get at the Union it is impossible to hear it and decide the dispute on 
merits. The only reasonable conclusion that could be drawn from this 
background is that there is no subsisting industrial dispute . So I accept the 
case of the Management and hold that there is no subsisting dispute to be 
adjudicated upon . In the result an award is passed holding that there is 
no subsisting industrial dispute to be adjudicated upon. 


Ernakulam , 
19-4-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1264/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 6th September 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Manager, Palagapandy Estate. Sithargundi, P. O., Via 
Nemmara and their workmen represented by Sri K.C. Thomas, Honorary 
Secretary . ESUSI, Chandramalai Estate, Nelliainpathy, P. O., Via 
Nemmara received by Government on 2-9-1980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Depuly Secretary 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 30th day of July , 1980 . 

Present 
Shri T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A. B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
1. D. No. 11776 
(Old No. I. D. 57/75 ) 

Between 
The Manager, Palagapandy Estate , Sithargundi P. O., Via Nemmara . 


And 


Shri K. C. Thomas, Honorary Secretary , ESUSI, Chandramalai Estate, 
Nelliampathy P. O., Via Nemmara . 
Representations: 
Shri T. R. Rajagopalan , 

For the Management 
Advocate, Palghat. 
Shri R. S. Ramakrishnan , 
Advocate, Palghat. 

For the Workman . 
G. A. 743 /V .. 
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AWARD 
1. This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dismissal of Chandy Ipe, Conductor and relief due to him was referred for 
adjudication to the Labour Court, Quilon as per G. O. Rt No. 1158 /75/ 
LBR dated 14-10-1975. That Court took the case on file as I.D.57/ 75 . 
The samewas transferred to this Court after the establishment of this court 
and renumbered as I.D. 117/76 . The parties entered appearance and filcd 
statements. 

2 . In the statement filed by th : workmin it is contended that he is a 
worker as defined in the Plantation Labour Act. The management took 
action against him on an imaginary and incorrect allegation against him 
which is false and was motivated on account of his association of the Union . 
The allegation is bereft of not only truth but also bona fides . The 
management took the extreme step of dismissal in order to employ persons 
of the management s choice and as such the action amounts to victimisation . 
The management instituted a farce of an enquiry and asked him to appear 
before Shri K. Radhakrishnan , Advocate at Pandyan Hotel, Madurai 
which is 250 miles away from Nelliampathy. His request to have the 
enquiry conducted in the estate office or at a commen place convenient to 
both was refused . Secondly there was an ex parte proceedings and a similar 
finding on the basis of which his services were terminated . The entere 
procccdings are null and void and without jurisdiction . He was not, given a 
reasoeable opportunity by the enquiry officer. The order of dismissal is 
biased . The dismissal order was not passed by the appointing authority 
and as such it is illegal. Hence he prays that the order of dismissal be set aside 
and he be reinstated . 

3. The management in its written statement contends on the 
allegation that Shri Chandy behaved in a riotious and disorderly manner 
and under the influence of drink towards his superintendent and the other 
workers besides Shri Jambulingam , that he threatened to do away with Shri 
Jambulingam , should be enter the estate, that he caused damage to the 
estate property, that he paralysed the entere administration by unleashing 
hooliganism in the estate , that he threw spokes into the wheel to create a 
feeling of terror in the minds of the innocent workers and brought into 
disrepute the dignity of his superiors , thereby disturbed the peaceful 
atmosphere prevailing in the estate , he was charge-sheeted by the manage 
ment. He was served with a bill of indictment. Since his explanation was 
evasive and unsatisfactory a domestic enquiry followed . He was given 
reasonable opportunities to participat : in the enquiry , but he never choose 
to attend . The enquiry officer recorded the evidence of the witnesses and 
the 

basis of the evidence recorded , he found the worker 
guilty of all the charges levelled against him . On an ind -pendent assess 
ment of the evidence the management concurred with the finding of guilt 
entered by the enquiry officer and after bestwing his most anxious 
consideration to the question of punishment filt that an order of dismissal 
alonc will be proper and just in th : larg 

interest of the 
workers and the staff in the cstate . 
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victimisation alleged by the workman is denied . The workman was given 
reasonable opportunities to mect the charge. He was also provided with 
facilities and opportunities to attend the enquiry . Still he did not think it 
fit to avail thc facilities to attend the enquiry . The enquiry was well within 
the jurisidiction of the management. The action of the management was 
warranted by the evidence in the case. The order of dismissal is not biased . 
The person who issued the dismissal order was competent to dismiss the 
workman . The punishment awarded to the workman is quite commensurate 
with the finding of guilt entered by the domestic cnquiry officer. The 
worker has forfeited the confidence reposed on him as a conductor. He 
cannot be reinstated in view of the case . 

4. The workman did not file a rejoinder . 

5. The issues that arise for consideration are ( 1) whether the workman 
is guilty of the charge levelled against him and ( 2 ) whether the action of 
the management in dismissing the workman from service is proper . 

6. Issues (1) and (2) The workman in this was appointed as a 
conductor in the estate of the management. A charge sheet was served on 
him containing two charges viz ., (1) “ It is reported to me by the estate 
superintendent, (a copy of the same is enclosed herewith ) that on 13-10-1974 
you have entered into the residential quarters of the estate superintendent, 
and behaved towards him in a disorderly and violent manner. You have 
also threatened the watchman Shri Ramachandran and abused him in 
vulgar language . It is further reported that you have afterwards behaved 
in a riotous manner towards the estate staff members at th: ir residence and 
also damaged the quarters. 2 . Further you have on 20-8-1974 went to the 
quarters of Shri. Ramaswamy and threatened and abused the partner of the 
estate Shri Jambulingam , in the presence of others.” Since the explanation 
furnished by the workman was found to be unsatisfactory , a domestic 
enquiry was ordered to be conducted into the charges levelled against him . 
Shri K. Radhakrishnan , Advocate , was appointed as the enquiry officer . 
The enquiry was conducted at Room No. 205 , Pandyan Hotel, Madurai 
Exhibit Mi is the file containing the proceedings of the enquiry and 
Exhibit M2is the report of the enquiry officer finding the workman guilty 
of the charges levelled against him . The management accepting the 
findings of the enquiry officer, dismissed him from service as per exhibit 
M3. The workman had challenged the validity of the domestic enquiry . 
When that question cameup for enquiry as a preliminary issue the workman 
and his counsel were found absent. Theworkman was called , found absent 
and as such was declared ex parte . MW1 the enquiry officer was examined 
and exhibits Mito M3 were marked . In view of the uncontradicted 
evidence ofMwi, a finding that the domestic enquiry conducted is proper 
and valid was recorded on 20-6-1980 The workman was given a further 
opportunity to lead evidence regarding the other points to be considered ie., 
whether the action of the management is motivated by victimisation and the 
punishment awarded to him . The workinan and the Union were again 
absent on 18-7-1980 . The workman was called , found absent and as such 
was declared ex parte . 
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7. Themanagement filed an affidavit in proof of the charges and the 
correctness of the punishment awarded to the workman . The evidence 
recorded by the enquiry officer shows that the witnesses had deposed regard . 
ing the allegations made against the workman . In the absence of any 
challenge made by cross -examining those witnesses, the enquiry officer found 
that the charges are prov.d. The evidence recorded by the enquiry officer 
shows that his findings regarding the guilty of the workman is supported by 
evidence adduced . There is nothing before to me to depart from the said 
finding . There is also nothing before me to show that the action of the 
management is motivated with the idea of victimisation of the workman . 
Exhibit M2 shows that the workman behaved towards the superintendent of 
the estate in a disorderly and violent manner, threatened the watchman 
Shri. Ramachandran and abused him in vulgar language and that thereafter 
he behaved in a riotous manner towards the estate staff meinbers and also 
damaged the quarters . It has also been found that the workman went to 
the quarters of Ramaswamy and threatened and abused the partner of the 
estate Shri Jambulingam in the presence of others. The same is again 
reitereated in the affidavit filed by the management. In view of the guilt 
established against the workman , it cannot be held that the action of 
dismissal is disproportionate to the charge requiring interference under 
Section 11 A. The above issues are found accordingly . 

8. For the above reasons, I pass the award holding that the dismissal 
of the workman is proper and that he is not entitled to any relief. 

9. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the OfficialGazette . 

Dectated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on the 30th day of July , 1980. 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN 

PRESIDING OFFICER , , 
Labour Court, Kozhikode. 


Appendis 
Witness examined on the side of the management: 

MW1- Shri. K. Radhakrishnan , Advocate, Palghat. 
Documents marked on the side of the management: 

Ex.MI- Enquiry file in full. 
Ex.M2— Findings ofthe enquiry officer dated 3-12-1974 . 

Ex.M3 - Dismissal order dated 9-12-1974 . 
Witnesses examined and documents marked on the side of the Union : 

Nil. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.(Rt.) No. 1263/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 6th September 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Proprietor, New Ajeema Match Factory Kizhakumpuram P.O., 
Mannur, Palghat District. and their workmen represented by the President, 
Palghat Jilla Match Factory Workers Union , Mannur , Kongad Unit , 
Manpur , Palghat District. received by Government on 2-9-1980 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 19 + 7 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Kozhikode 
Dated this the 31st day of July , 1980 . 

Present: 
SHRI T.M. VISHNUNAMBISSAN , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer. 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 78,78 

Between 
The Proprietor New Ajeema Match Factory, Kizhakumpuram P. O. 
Mannur, Palghat District . 

And 
The President, Palghat Jilla Match Factory Workers Union , Mannur 
Kongad Unit , Manpur, Palghat District . 
Representations : 
Shri. C. D. Ramalingam , 
Advocate , Palghat. 

For the Management. 
Smt. Gourisreedhar, 
Advocate , Palghat . 

For the Union 

AWARD 
1 . This Industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dismissal of Shri. C. K. Chandran was referred to this court for adjudication 
as per G.O.Rt.No. 1356 /78/ L & H dated 23-8-1978 . The case was taken 
on file and notices issued to the parties. They entered appearance and 
filed statements . 

G.A. 742 /V . 
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2. In the claim statement filed by the Union , it is contended that 
while theworkman was rendering satisfactory service under the management, 
he was served with a show -cause notice dated 31-1-1978 levelling false and 
frivolous charges against him . The charges are absolutely baseless and have 
no atom of truth . A suitable reply was sent to the show -cause notice . There 
was no incident as alleged by the management on 30-1-1978 . He had never 
advised or instigated the workers either to abstain from work , if all workers 
were not offered work or to stop work . He was on leave on 28-1-1978 . 
When he went to the factory on 30th morning , the proprietor told him that 
he cculd not employ him any more. The intention of the management was 
only to vittimise the workman since he happened to be the secretary of the 
union . As per an enquiry notice he attended the enquiry. But however , 
no proper enquiry was conducted . The worker was not given sufficient 
opportunity to cross-examine the witness of the management. His request 
to bring the president of the union of which he is a member to cross- examine 
the witness was not allowed . Answers to the questions put by him were not 
correctly recorded . The entire thing was just a farce to benefit the manage 
ment. The witnesses examined on the side of the management were all 
parties and witnesses and should not have been believed . The witnesses 
examined , on side of the workman were workers employed in the same 
factory who would have witnessed the incident if there was any . The 
findings are perverse and onesided and should not be relied upon . The rules 
of natural justice were not followed and the worker was not afforded an 
opportunity to prove his innocence. He was served with a dismissal order 
on 11-3-1978 dismissing him retrospectively from the date of suspension . 
Since the charges were not proved , the dismissal is illegal, He is un 
employed even now . He is entitled to be reinstated with back -wages and 
other benefits . In any view , the punishment awarded to the workman is too 
severe and is not warranted by the circumstances. 

3. The management in its written statement contends that the 
Industrial Dispute act is not applicable to the workman in question . 
A don.cstic enquiry was conducted since the explanation of the workman 
was not satisfactory . He was afforded sufficient opportunity to prove his 
innocence. The domestic enquiry efficer conducted the enquiry in accord 
ance with the principles of natural justice . He filed a report finding the 
workman guilty on thebasis of the evidence adduced before him . After a 
careful scrutiny of the report, the management came to the conclusion that 
the workman who was holding a responsible position was guilty of gross mis 
conduct and as such dismissed him from service . The management proved 
the charge levelled against the workman at the enquiry by adducing 
evidence. Since the workman is a supervisor and the charge was found to 
have been proved , and the same will effect the discipline in the factory, 
and hence the management lost confidence in the workman . 

The case that 
the dismissal order was passed as the workman was the secretary of the 
union is incorrect. The workman is not entitled to any relief. 

4. The union filed a rejoinder contending that the contention of the 
management that the Industrial Dispute Act is not applicable is incorrect. 
The domestic enquiry was not conducted properly and in accordance with 
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the principles of natural justice. The domestic enquiry officer should not 
have believed the witness of the management, as they are partisan witnesses. 
The union was not afforded an opportunity to cross-examine the witness of 
the management. The findings of the enquiry officer are perverse. The 
contention of the management that it lost confidence in the workman is 
incorrect as he did not commit any offence. 

5 . On the above pleadings, the issue that arises for consideration is 
whether the dismissal of the workman is proper , valid and justifiable. 

6 . Issue - The workman in this was the supervisor of the Nev Ajeema 
Match Factory of the management. He was served with a charge-mem ) 
dated 21-2-1978 alleging that (1) at 9 a.m. on 30-1-1978 while the worker was 
talking with the proprietor ofthe Match Factory , he abused the proprietor O.M. 
Abdul Jabbar, threatened to assault him and also threatened thathewill see that 
the factory is closed ; (2 ) that at about the same time and place the work 
man and his friends and associates who are also workers of the factory in 
sulted the proprietor and (3) that the above act of the workman had 
seriously impaired the discipline in the factory. The workman in his 
explanation denied the charges levelled against him . Since the manage 
ment was not satisfied with explanation , a dom tic enquiry was ordered to 
be conducted into the charges levelled against the workman . MWI was 
the enquiry officer and exhibit Mi is the file relating to the enquiry . The 
enquiry proceedings show that 4 witnesses were examined on the side of the 
management and a similar number on the side of the workman . The 
enquiry officer after considering the evidence adduced before him found the 
workman guilty of the charges . The same was accepted by the management 
and he was dismissed from service retrospectively with effect from the date 
of his suspension ie ., 31-1-1978 . That the dismissal order was passed on 
11-3-1978 was not disputed by the management. The validity and propriety 
of the domestic enquiry was tried as a preliminary issue. On the basis of 
the evidence of MW1and exhibit Mi the domestic enquiry was found as 
valid and proper as per the preliminary order dated 11-1-1930 . 

7. A further opportunity was afforded to the worker to show that the 
action of the management is motivated by victimisation, that the findings 
are perverse and that the punishment awarded is disproportionate to the 
charge. When the case came up for enquiry on 18-7-1980, the counsel of 
the workman reported no instructions. The workman was called , found 
absent and as such declared ex parte . MW2 the proprietor was examined on 
the side of the management. In his evidence he stated that the worker was 
the supervisor in the factory having 50 workers and that the post of the 
supervisor is a responsible one . He further stated that the punishment 
awarded is proper and commensurate with the guilt found to havc been 
proved against the workman . As stated earlier , the management and the 
workman examined 4 witnesses respectively on their side at the domestic 
enquiry. The witnesses on behalf of the worker denied the occurrence of 
any incident as alleged in the charge-memo served on the worker, whereas 
the witness of the management gave evidence in support of the charges. 


The domestic enquiry officer disbelived the evidence of the witness of the 
workman on the ground that they are members of the same union of which 
the workman is the secretary. He held that the witness of the management 
are not parties and witnesses. The evidence adduced at the enquiry show that 
the incident as alleged in the charge-memo did occur and that is spoken to 
by MW1 to MW4. As stated earlier the denial of the occurrence deposed by 
WWI to WW4 cannot be accepted as correct in view of the admitted 
relationship between them and the workman . Therefore , the charge levelled 
against the workman as found by the domestic enquiry officer must be held 
to have been established . The evidence of MW2 shows that the workman 
was holding a responsible post of a supervisor in a factory having about 50 
workers. If such a person commits the misconduct found to have been 
proved against him , it will be impossible for the management to carry on 
the factory. The charge proved against the workman amounts to gross 
misconduct, threatening the proprietor with the closure ofthe factory, threat 
ening to assault him insulting him are very serious offences which no , 
management can tolerate . Considering the serious nature of the misconduct 
committed by the workman , the punisment of dismissal awarded to him 
cannot be held to be disproportionate to the charges found to have been 
proved. Therefore, I do not see any reason to interfere with the punishment 
awarded . Hence I hold that the dismissal of the workman is proper, and 
that he is not entitled to the relief of reinstatement. However the order of 
dismissal passed retrospectively from the date of suspension ie., 30-1-1978 
cannot be upheld . The workman is entitled to whatever benefits legally entitled 
to from the date of suspension ie ., 30-1-1978 till the date of dismissal ie., 
11-3-1978 . The issue is found accordingly . 

8. In view of my above finding, I pass the award holding that the 
dismissal of the workman is proper and justified and that he is not entitled 
to reinstatement, or any other reliefs accept the benefit legally entitled to 
from the date of suspension till the date of the order of dismissal. 

9. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
samein the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on the 31st day of July , 1980 . 

T.M. VISHNUNAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 

Labour Court, Kozhikode. 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management : 

MWI– P.C . Sebastian, Advocate, Palghat. 

MW240.M . Abdul Jabbar, New Ajeema Match Factory ,Olavakkode. 
Documents marked on the side ofthe Management : 

Ex . M1- Enquiry file in full. 
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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Departin it 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 575 /80 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum 7th May 1980 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Proprietor , Great Indian Textiles, P.O. Chirakk ıl and their 
workmen represented by the Secretary , Chirakkal Taluk Handloom 
Workers Union (CITU ), Cannanore received by Government on 29-4-1980 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Dispute ; Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Friday, the 25th day of April, Nineteen Hundred and eighty ) 

Prosent: 
SHRI R.K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L. 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut . 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1/75 


Betzern 
The Proprietor, Great Indian Textiles , P.O. Chirakkal 

And 
The Scerctary , Chirakkal Taluk Handloome Workers Union 

(CITU ), Cannanore 
GA 645/B . 
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AWARD 


An Industrial dispute existing between the above parties was referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication by Government of Kerala by Order No G.O. 
Rt. 1156 /74 /LBR dated 11-12-1974 . The issue referred is the following : 

Alleged denial of employment to Sri Olacherry Sreedharan from 
31-10-1972 . 

After hearing both parties an award was passed on 25-5-1976 holding 
that the worker is entitled to be reinstated with continuity of service; but 
the quantum of backwages was fixed for the period of non -employment at 
Rs. 750. The aggrieved management filed O.P. No. 4568/76 (I) and by the 
judgment delivered on 27-8-1979 the case was remanded to this court to try 
and decide it afresh on the basis of the order and the facts in the case. 

Union states that Sreedharan was employed as a weaver on a daily 
wage of Rs. 12 and employmentwas denied to him on 30-9-1972 without 
any reason . The management challenges this and said that he was worked 
there only from 1-1-1971 to 20-10-1972 and he was paid a daily wage of 
Rs. 6. They deny the allegation that employment was denied to him from 
30-9-1972 . He applied for leave and it was granted and on 30th and 31st 
of October, 1972 he asked the management to abide by certain conditions 
prescribed by him . He also stipulated that if the management is not 
prepared to do so he was prepared to leave the establishment receiving his 
compensation . A reply was sent to him and he did not respond to this. 
So the management concluded that he has abandoned the employment . 
There is a rejoinder also . 

The concerned worker speaks in support of the claim statement. 
MW1 speaks in support of the management. MW2 a clerk in this establish 
ment proves Ext. Mi a letter given by the worker on 31-10-1972 . 

It is the contention of the management that they are not bound to 
abide by the conditions laid down in Ext.Mi. Wax or fat which the 
worker wanted is not usually supplied by the management. After remand 
the worker was recalled and he tendered evidence and another worker was 
also examined on his behalf. The second witness says that he worked 
under this managemînt for a period of 7 years from 1952 and for weaving of 
some textiles they use wax and that is purchased by the workers concerned . 

Another fresh witness examined on behalf of the management is MW3, 
who is one of the partners. He says that the management never used to 
give wax or fat to theweavers. He also refers to the account book and says 
that they have never purchased wax or fat. He is also cross -examined . 

This is sent back to this Tribunalby the High Court by the judgment 
referred to abovo with the following remarks: 
" It was therefore necessary for the Tribunal to see as to whether the 

management has bound to supply wax or fat to the workers like 
Sreedharan who submitted Ext. pl report and who it seems was 
finding fault with the management for not supplying wax or fat. 


. 
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It is for such fault that he wanted the management to send him 
away from employment with the benefits allowed by law or in the 
alternative, and that was the main case advanced in his grievance , 
that he may be supplied with wax or fat. This aspect of the case 
has not been considered by the Tribunal as already noticed and in 
myview vithout considering the same the question referred to the 
Tribunal, viz, as to whether there was denial of employment to 

Sreedharan , could not be decided 13. 
By Ext. Pl the worker requested the management on 31-10-1972 for 
supply of wax or fat to personswho are winding the yarn on mey ? . The 
relevant portion from his letter Ext. Ml is reproduced below : 

ഞാൻ ഇന്നു കാലത്തു പാവു ചുററുകയും സുമാർമൂന്ന് മണിക്കുശേഷം 
പാവ് പിരിവലിച്ചുവെക്കുകയും ചെയ്ത ശേഷം നെല്ലി ചുററികിട്ടാത്ത 
തിനാൽ നെയ്യുവാൻ സാധിക്കാതെ നിൽക്കുകയാണ് ചെയ്യുന്നത്. ഇന്നു 
രാവിലെ പാവ് വാങ്ങുമ്പോൾതന്നെ ഞാൻ താങ്കളുടെസഹോദരനായ മേസ്( തി 
യോട് കൊഴുപ്പോ, മെഴുകോ 

തടവി നല്ലി 

ചുററിച്ചുതരുവാൻ സംസാരി 
ക്കുകയും അതു പ്രകാരം നല്ലി ചുററിച്ചു തരാമെന്നു പറയുകയും 
ചെയ്തിരുന്നു . 

ആയതുകൊണ്ടും നല്ലിക്കാരത്തിയെക്കൊണ്ട്, കൊഴുപ്പോ, മെഴുകോ തടവി 
നല്ലി ചുററിച്ചുതരുവാൻ സാധിക്കാത്ത പക്ഷം താങ്കൾ , തൊഴിൽനിയമ 
പകാരം എനിക്ക്ആനുകൂല്യങ്ങൾ തന്ന് പിരിച്ചുവിടേണ്ടതാണെന്ന വിവരം 
ഇതിനാൽ അറിയിച്ചുകൊളളുന്നു . 

Before it was remanded two witnesses were examined on behalf of the 
management. One of hem is a former worker . What he says in chief 
about this aspect is the following : 

“ നല്ലിക്കാർക്ക് കൊഴുപ്പ് ചിലപ്പോൾ മുതലാളി വാങ്ങിക്കൊടുക്കും. 
അവർക്കു മെഴുക് നെയ്ത്തുകാരാണ് മേടിച്ചുകൊടുക്കുന്നത്. മെഴുക് 
കൊഴുപ്പു തടവി നെയ്യേണ്ടത് അക്കാലത്ത അഞ്ചു പത്തു മാർഗ്ഗങ്ങളു 
ണ്ടായിരുന്നു . 

The second witness a clerk working there speaks as follows about this 
aspect. 

കൊഴുപ്പ് നെയ്ത്തുക്കാരാണ് വാങ്ങുന്നത്. നെയ്യാൻ കുറച്ചു സൗകര്യം 
കിട്ടാനാണിതു് പുരട്ടുന്നത്. അതേതു ഡിസൈനിനും ചെയ്യാം. എല്ലാവരും 
അതുപയോഗിക്കും. എല്ലാമാർഗ്ഗത്തിനും ഉപയോഗിക്കും . 

So at the time of passing the award is challenged in the High Court the 
two witnesses who gave evidence on behalf of the management gave contra 
dictory evidence. The first witness was saying that fat was being purchased 
and was given to me ? by the management and wax being purchased by 
weavers. MW2 the clerk says that fat was being purchased by weavers. 
and the management used to purchase wax occasionally . After remand the 
management examined a partner and he said that the management never 
used to give wax or fat to their weavers. I am reproducting the relevant 
portion . 

ഈ കമ്പനിയിൽ നെയ്ത്തുകാർക്ക് കൊഴുപ്പോ മെഴുകോ കൊടുക്കാറില്ല. 
കൊഴുപ്പ് handloom- ൽ ഉപയോഗിക്കാറില്ല . അതിന്റെ മണംകൊണ്ട് കയററി 
അയക്കാൻ പറ്റില്ല . 


If the manage 


So the third witness who is also a partner has now taken a definite stand 
after remand order that they never used fat in the factory for weaving 
because that will give some bad odour to the fabric which will not be 
accepted for export. On an carlier occasion their witnesses took a 
contradictory attitude and after remand they have forgotten what all 
have been stated carlier and has totally denied their connections with 
fat or wax . 

What is the demand of the worker is contained in Ext . Mi. 
He did not say that fat or wax should be given to him . He wanted the 
management to give it to those who are winding Nallies so that they 
will give him Nallies wound with yarn with which he has to weave . 
If Nallies are not given he will not be able to weave. 
ment was not so pleased they were at liberty to send him away paying 
him compensation . 

When the worker gave his request in writing the duty was heavily 
on the management to tell him that this demand is an unprecedented one 
and so they are not bound to give it or give these materials and scc 
Nallies are given to him . If these two courses are not applicable to 
them , they could have offered compensation and severed the connections 
then and there. There is no point in keeping a person in suspense . The 
reply which they say they have given to the worker is Ext. 2. This is 
dated 15-11-1972. The management has not proved that it was given to 
the worker and the worker says that he has not received it. The demand 
contained in this letter is to give him employment by giving him Nallies 
on 31-10-1972 . By working daily he earns his bread and I do not know 
why they waited another 15 days to send a reply . They admit that they 
received Ext. Mi. Then says that for the reasons mentioned in it he 
cannot be sent away on payment of compensation . Then they add that he 
has abandoned service. 

They say that they had taken the worker as having abandoned the 
job . If they had taken so they had a duty cast on them to tell him that 
they have taken him as an abandoned person and they have to sever his 
connection . In this back ground I cannot but conclude that the manage 
ment denied him employment by not giving the required Nallies to him 
for weaving on 31-10-1972 . Thereafter they have not taken steps to 
remedy the mistakes committed . Hence the relief now to be granted is 
one of reinstatement. There is no question of anybody saying that they 
have lost confidence. There is no evidence about such aspects. So he is 
to be reinstated and as before the backwages for the period of non -employ 
ment is fixed at Rs. 750 . 

I pass this award as stated above. 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal Calicui . 
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Appendix in I.D. 1/75 


1. Witness Examined on the side of the Uniox . 

WW1 - Olacheri Sreedharan . 


2 . Exts. Marked on the side of the Union . 

Wi - Letter dated 4-11-1972 from Sceretary, Chirakkal Talul 

Handloom Worker s Union to the District Labour Officer, 

Cannanore. 
3. Witnesses examined on the side of the Managemont. 

MWI - Kalikal Vijayan . 

MW2- Balakrishnan . 
4 . Exts. Marked on the side of the Managemegi. 

MI- Letter dated 31-10-1972 from Olacheri Sreedharan to the 

Manager, Great Indian Textiles. 
M2— Letter dated 15-11-1972 to Sri Olacheri Sreedhear, 

Manna, P.O Baliapatam . 
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Kerala Gazetiê No. 47. dated 25th November 1980 . 


PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Housing (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 137/79 /L & H . Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd January 1979 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of M /s Hindustan Machine Tools Limited 
H.M.T. Colony, P.O., Alwaye and their workmen represented by 

1. The General Secretary, H.M.T. Employees, Union , Alwaye — 4 , 
2. The General Secretary,H.M.T. Employees Organisation , Alwaye - 4 , - 
3. The General Secretary , H.M.T. Staff & Workers, Union , Alwaye - 4 , 
4. The General Secretary , H.M.T. Employees Federation , Alwaye — 4 , 
5. The General Secretary, H.M.T. Workers Congress, Alwaye - 4, 
6. The General Secretary , H.M.T. Workers Union , Alwaye - 4 , 
7. The General Secretary, H.M.T. Employees Association , Alwaye - 4 , 
8. The General Secretary, H.M.T. Essential Employees Union , 

Alwaye - 4 , 
9. The General Secretary, H.M.T. Craftsmen Welfare Association 

H.M.T. Colony, Alwaye — 4 , 
received by Government on 27-12-1978 is hereby published under section 
17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 
P.M. SREEVASUDEVAN , 

Deputy Secretary. 


GA. 746 /B . 
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Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Tuesday , the 19th day of December, 1978 ) 

Present : 
SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B.A. B.L .; 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 101/75 


Between : 
The General Manager , M /s Hindustan Machine Tools Ltd., 

H.M.T. Colony P.O., Alwaye 


And 
The workmen of the above company represented by 
1 The General Secretary, H.M.T. Employees Union , Alwaye — 4 ; 
2. The General Secretary , H.M.T. Employees Organisation ; 
3. The General Secretary , H.M.T. Staff & Workers Union ; 
4 . The General Secretary, H.M.T. Employees Federation ; 
5. The General Secretary , H.M.T. Workers Congress; 
6. The General Secretary, H.M.T. Workers Union ; 
7. The General Secretary, H.M.T. Employees Association 
8. The General Secretary , H.M.T. Essential Employees Union ; 
9. The General Secretary, H.M.T. Craftsmen Welfare Association ; 

H.M.T. Colony, Alwaye - 4 . 


AWARD 


An industrial dispute existing between the above parties was referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication by Government of Kerala by Order No. 
G.O. Rt. 1231 /75 /LBR dated 27-10-1975 . The issues referred are the 
following : 
1. Feasibility of evolving a bonus scheme for H.M.T. Kalamassery as 

per the terms of conciliation settlement dated 10-8-1972 ; and 

26-8-1973 ; 
2. If not what should be the rate of bonus for the years 1970-71, 

1971-72 , and 1972-73 ; and 
3. Mode of recovery of the advances already paid ; if any. 
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2. Union No. 1 states that when a dispute arose regarding bonus in 
1971, there was no settlement by bilateral discussions and in the concilia . 
tion proceedings the management agreed to pay bonus as per section 34 (3 ) 
of the Payment of Bonus Ac !. They further agreed that a scheme may 
jointly be worked out for pay.nant of bɔaus and towards advance they 
agreed to pay 5 days wages in addition to the 4 % bouus already declared . 
Itwas agreed that it will not be on a profit sharing buss. By a later settle 
ment dated 10-8-1972 they agreed to finalise thy scheme, within three 
months. There is agreement for payment of bouis for 1971-72 and this 
agreement provides for 8-1/3 % . This was enhanced to 124% for the 
accounting year 1972-73. The three settlements dated 24-8-1971, 10-8-1972 
and 27-8-1973 provide for payment of advance towards bonus and they 
also further agreed to formulate a bonus schemein lieu of profit sharing 
bonus for the years 1970-71, 1971-72 and 1972-73. They want a bonus 
scheme to be formulated for these years covering all those who are 
entitled to bonus. They have calculated the standard hour output per 
capita taking all the eligible employees and their suggestions are also given . 

3. In the claim statement filed by Union No. 2 they narrate the 
history of this dispute and they also say that a bonus scheme should be 
formulated on the lines suggested by Union No. 1. Union No. 9 proceeds 
on the basis that the workers are entitled to get more if the mode of 
calculation presented by them in the statement is accepted . 

4. In the consolidated reply statement filed by the management they 
trace the background of this dispute. There was a conciliation settlement 
regarding bonus for the year 1970-71, on 24-8-1971. The management 
incurred a loss of Rs. 1,02,29,609 and so there was no available surplus. 
So they declared 4 % in accordance with the provisions of Payment of 
Bonus Act and the conciliation settlement further provided for payment of 
an amount equal to 5 days wages as advance to be adjusted and the issue 
was finally to be decided . They further agreed to work out a scheme for 
annual bonus in lieu of profit sharing bonus under Section 33 ( 3 ) of the 
Payment of Bonus Act. In accordance with the terms ofthe settlement 
the management formulated an annual bonus scheme and it was presented 
to the unions. Discussions ensued but the unions were not agreeable to any 
of the suggestions put forth by the management. They were not able to 
arrive at a scheme for 1970-71. For the year 1971-72 also the Management 
has the same case . Their loss for the year 1971-72 was Rs. 1 , 51 , 19, 748 
and so it was not possible for them to pay anything more than the minimum 
bonus. Regarding this there was a conciliation settlement dated 10-8-1972 
by which they agreed to pay the minimum bonus. They piid an amount 
equal to 8 1/3 % for the year 1971-72 with an agreement to adjust after 
finalisation of the Bonus Scheme referred to earlier. Though they greed 
like this they could not finalise a scheme. In the year 1972-73 also a dispute 
arose and their loss during that year was Rs. 86 , 32 , 085. Here also they 
had no other choice but to pay minimum bonus and so they paid the 
enhanced minimum bonus of 8 1/3 % . But they paid in addition to this an 


4 


amount equivalent to 4.17 % as advance subject to realisation on the basis 
of an annual scheme to be finalised. But they failed to arrive at a settle 
ment. The Unionswere not agreeable to accept the annual bonus scheme 
proposed by the management. The settlement dated 7-10-1972 provided 
for the finalisation of such a scheme within 3 months from the date of 
settlement. The workers and the unions were not interested in increasing 
the out put or productivity and the production was far below the normal. 
It is added by them that it is impracticable to have a proper annual bonus 
scheme for the past years and now it has become impossible and totally 
unworkable. The proposal put forth by the union in their statement is 
absolutely unworkable and unreasonable. There is no principle or basis 
for this scheme. They want this Tribunal to hold that it is not feasible or 
practicable to evolve such a scheme as envisaged in the conciliation 
settlement dated 10-8-1972 and 26-8-1973 . 

5. Regarding issue No. 2 they say that the workmen are not entitled to 
any bonus other than the statutory minimum bonus for these years. 
During these three years they have incurred huge loss; hence there is no 
available surplus. So they want a finding that they are not bound to pay 
anything more than the minim im bonus for those years . 

6. Under issue No. 3 they say that since they are not bound to pay any 
further bonus they may be permitted to recover the advances outstanding 
after deducting the minimum bonus. They want this to be recovered in 5 
equal monthly instalments. 

7. Union No. 2 filed a rejoinder challenging the validity of certain 
statements in the reply statement. According to them the loss stated by the 
management in their statement do not reflect a correct picture . The huge 
depreciation shown is the one reason for this statement. They say that the 
workers are entitled to get more than what has been already paid . 

8. The management started their evidence by examining the General 
Technical Manager and he speaks about the case of the management. 
MW2 is the Controller of Accounts and the Vice President of Union No. I 
tendered evidence on behalf of the unions. 

9. Issue No. I is regarding the feasibility of evolving a bonus scheme for 
H. M. T., Kalamassery as per the terms of conciliation settlement dated 
10-8-1972 and 26-8-1973 . And Issue No. 2 says that this dispute relates to 
the bonus for the years 1970-71 , 1971-72 and 1972-73. The desirability 
of evolving a bonus scheme for this unit started with the dispute for bonus 
for the year 1970-71. In the absence of a settlement at bilateril level they 
approached conciliation au horities and conciliation settlement was arrived 
at on 24-8-1971 as per Ect. W1/MI. This desire to have a bonus scheme is 
embodied in this settlement. The relevant portion reads as follows: 
" It is agreed that the unions and the management will work out jointly 

a scheme of annual bonus payment including for the year 1970-71 
in lieu of profit sharing bonus under Sec. 34 (3) of the Payment o . 
Bonus Act, " 
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It is further agreed that this will be worked out within the shortest 
time possible. The dispute arose for bonus in 1970-71 also and when 
they failed to arrive at a settlement they approached conciliation authorities 
and a settlementwas signed on 10-8-1972 . Though this was not marked 
separately I find a copy available from the documents produced by the 
parties. It is stated in this settlement that the loss sustained by the manage 
ment during the relevant year is Rs 1.62 crores (not clear from the docu 
ment). It is further stated that the unions were not willing to discuss the 
introduction of the Scheme for payment of bonus, in lieu of bonis under 
the Bonus Act. Themanagement agreed to pay a sum equivalent to 8-1/3 % 
of the earnings (basic plus Ď . A.) for the year 1971-72 subject to adjust 
ment after finalisation of bonus Scheme referred to by Ext.MI settlement. 
So by, 1972 also they were not able to evolve a scheme planned by Ext. Mi. 
A dispute again arose regarding the bonus for 1972-73 and that was also 
settled by an agreement dated 28-6-1973. The management agreed to pay 
124 % ofthe earnings (Basic plus D.A.) for the year 1972-73 though the 
statutory minimum was only 8-1/3 % . They also refer to the bonus scheme 
to be evolved . They agreed to evolve the scheme within a period of 3 
months from the date of agreement. No scheme could be evolved though 
this issue was repeated time and again in all the agreements in 1971, 1972 
and 1973 . 

10. In the reply statement filed by the management they have categori 
cally stated that it is impracticable to have any proper annual bonus scheme 
for the past years and therefore the question of evolving a bonus scheme has 
become impossible and totally unworkable. MW1, the General Technical 
Manager speakes about the terms of the scheme which they put forward for 
the consideration of the unions immediately after the first settlement. There 
they insisted that any production over and above the break -even point can 
be considered for evolving the scheme. And they measured only the work 
of persons who were directly involved with the work in the factory . Out 
of a total of 2250 workers they measured the world of only of 850 workers . 
Similarly the Scheme fixes Rs. 460 lakhs worth of production as the break 
even point. WWIthe union witness said that the approach of the manage 
ment is not measuring various categories of workers who are not directly 
involved in the production is a basic flaw the scheme and the insistance 
of the break -even point fixed at 460 lakhs of worth of production is also 
highly unnatural. Leaving aside these aspects the present question is how 
far the scheme for payment of bonus for thesc 3 years, i. e . 1970-71 , 1971-72 
and 1972-73 is feasible. 

11. A plan of course is something thought of today for tomorrow . 
There is an element of futuristic thinking. Now things have changed and 
there is no question of telling what should be the production and what should 
be the target. I have not come across any scheme which can be implemented 
for the past. So there is no question of evolving a scheme for the past. The 
evidence adduced has not been helpful in thinking of any alternative plans 
which can be implemented retrospectively. So I find that it is not feasible at 
this juncture. 
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12. The next issue is, in the absence of a bonus scheme what should be 
the rate of bonus for these three years. The mangement has produced and 
marked the profit an 1 loss account and balance s eet and also they have 
shown computations. These facts are not disputed by the unions. The case 
that they have sustained loss heavily is undisputed . So there is no question 
of the workers being allowed to share anything from the profit . The 
statutory minimum has already been paid . In 1970-71, 4 % plus 5 days 
wages. Statutory minimum is only 4 % . In the year 1971-72 they paid the 
minimum bonus at 81 % and for 1972-73 they paid 83 % plus 4 1/6 as 
advance to be adjusted against the scheme. Under issue No. 3 the manage 
ment has raised the demand that this Tribunal should order refund of the 
excess amount drawn by the workers. The agreement referred to provides 
for the evolution of a scheme for payment of bonus under Section 34(3 ). 
Section 34 ( 3 ) reads as follows: 

" Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to preclude 
employees employed in any establishment or class of establishment 
from entering into agreement with their employer for granting them 
an amonut of bonus under a formula which is different from that 
under this Act: 

Provided that any such agreement whereby the employees 

relinquish their right to receive the minimum bonus under Section 10 
- shall be null and void in so far as it purports to deprive them of such 

right." Bu 
This provision in the agreement to have a provision of the payment of 
bonus Act and the payment of statutory bonus inspite of the loss sustained 
shows that the management all along felt that the demand of the workers 
that higher bonus had some elements of justice. The management probably 
felt that the workers are hard pressed because of the inounting prices and 
the wage rates prevalent in the establishment. Though the parties desired 
..for a bonus scheme they could not evolve o e and all these years they were 
not able to arrive at a settlement also . Now it is too late to say that the 
amount they drew for the years 1971-72 to 1972-73 should bemade payable 
in carly 1979. Peculiar circumstances revealed in this case show that the 
mana zement was very lenientto these employees and probably for purchasing 
industrial peace at that time they gave someadvance and in order to see that 
it is not disturbed at this stage the entire amount paid as advances should 
be treated as bonus and so the management is not entitled to take back the 
same and therefore no refund is allowed . 

I pass this award a : stated above. 


R , K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal. Calicut. 
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Appendix 


Witness examined on the side of the Union : 

WWI P.Manikantan . 


Witnesses examined on the side of Management : 

MWI C. Kesavan . 
MW2 P. P. Paul. 


Exhibits marked on the side of the Unions : 

W1 Memorandum of settlement, dated 24-8-1971 . 
W2 do . 

10-8-1972 . 
W3 Letter dated 4th October, 1972 from management to Union . 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Management : 

MI Memorandum of settlement ( Bonus Agreement) dated 24-8-1971 . 
M2 Annual Bonus Scheme- HMT IV . 
M3 Series (2 in Nos.) balance sheet as 31st March , 1971. 
M4 Series (3 in Nos.) computation of deficiency under the payment of 

Bonus Act 1965 for the year 1970-71. 
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GOVERNMENT OY KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.). No. 574 /80 /LBR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 7th May 1980 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management ofGwalior Rayons Silk Manufacturing (Weaving) 
Company Limited , Mavoor, Calicut and their workmen represented 
by the Gwalior Rayons Pulp and Fibre Factory Staff Union , Mavoor , 
Calicut received by Government on 29-4-1980 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA, 
Depaty Secretary. 


1 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
( Tuesday, the 22nd day of April, Nineteen hundred and Eighty ) 

Presont: 
SHRI R , K , VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. Laz 
Industrial Trit unal, Calicut 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 48/76 . 

Between 
The Management, Gwalior Rayons Silk Manufacturing (Weaving) 
Company Ltd., Mavoor, Calicut 

And 
The Gwalior Rayons Pulp and Fibre Factory Staff Union , 

Mavoor, Calicut. 


GA. 644/B 


AWARD 


This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala as per Order No. G. O. (Rt) No. 965 /76 /LBR 
dated 15-7-1976 . The issues referred are the following: 
1. Correct Fitment to Sri C. R. Madhavan , Assistant Forest Super 

visor as per the long Term settlement for the Forest staff dated 

1-6-1972 . 
2 . Arrea s of fitment benefit to Sri K.K. Rajendran . 
3. Denial of employment to Sri K.P.M. Abdurahiman , Chemistby 

the management. 
2. In the statement filed by the Union they refer to the case of these 
three individual workers separately . Sci G.R. Madhavan joined this 
management as Assistant forestor on 20-8-1962 on a consolidated salary of 
Rs. 60 per month . His first posting was at the Forest Depot at Nilambur. 
The long term agreement dated 26-10-1963 fixed the scale of Assistant 
Forcsters at Rs. 63-4-103. But this worker was given only the scale of 
Rs. 60-4-100 , which was the scale applicable to Maistries. The next agree 
ment in April, 1968 enhanced the scale of maistries to 80-50-4-120.50 . 
On 1-8-1970 his designation was changed to Assistant Forest Supervisor with 
an increment of Rs. 5. He worked in that category_till 20-12-1972 when 
his designation was changed into routine clerk . By another long-term 
agreement conciuded in June , 1972 new scales were given to all category of 
workmen except to Forest Siaff whose service conditions were to be dis 
cussed , and settled separately . By a subsequent settlement on 21-7-1972 
their scales were also fixed . Clause 8 of that settlement provided to upgrade 
the post of Assistant Forest Supervisors to Forest Supervisor A in the scale 
ofRs. 175-14-245-16-325 , The union would contend that this workmen 
being an Assistant Forest Supervisor on the date of settlement was entitled 
to get this grade of Forest Supervisor A Instead of doing this the 
management changed his designation from Assistant Forest Supervisor to 
routine clerk from 20-12-1972 in the scale of Rs. 130-8-170-10-220 . This 
according to the union is unjust and amounts to unfair labour practice. 
They want this grade of Forest Supervisor A to be given to Sri C.R. 
Madhavan with effect from 26-10-1976 . 

3. Sri K.K.Rajendran joined service on 26-5-1966 on a consolidated 
salary of Rs. 120 in the Forest division at Coorg Office . He worked there 
till 8-11-1966 and then he was transferred to Mavoor Office in the Fibre 
Division . Hewas again transferred from Mavoor to Manalore . 
confirmed in the meanwhile in the scale of Rs. 83.50-5-133.50 in the desi 
gnation of Assistant Forester. He was transferred from Mangalore to 
Mavoor on 18-8-1969. When he came to Mavoor he was designa ed as 
clerk B with an increment of Rs. 5 and a basic salary of Rs. 106-50 with 
effect from 1-3-1970 . There is the long term agreement on 1-6-1972 which 
provided for giving promotion to clerks if they had a total service of 5 years 
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under the Management. Workers lik : him wers to be promoted on this 
basis. But this worker was given promotion as clerk only with effect 
from 1-1-1975 . The contention of the Union is that, this post of Clerk A 
was to be given to the worker from 26-10-1971. This denial is unjust and 
improper. So they want this to be given to him froin 26-10-1971 . 

4 . Shri K. P. M. Abdurahiman joined this management on 2-2-1967 
and he was working as a Chemist in the Pulp Division . Hebelongs to 
Tirur in Malappuram District. He cntered on privile : c Icave on 11-5-1974 
and he fell ill from Tirur his home town and he was treated by the Civil 
Surgeon of his home town attached to the Government hospital, Tirur. 
Doctor advised him to take complete rcst and a medical certificate was 
issued . It was a prolonged illness and he was sending leave applications with 
medical certificates to cover the period of his illness. The management 
denied him leave on 5-8-1974 . They also informed him that if he failed to 
report for duty within 2 days of receipt of notice they would be constrained to 
terminate his service . Since he was ill, hewas again examined by doc or and 
Doctor advised him to continue treatment for a few more days. So he again 
requested the management to sanction his leave from 5-8-1974 . This was 
followed by a publication in Mathrubhumi on 12-10-1974 . Since he came 
to know about this he again sought the advice of the Doctor who again 
instructed him noc to travel and a letter was sent to the management 
informing them that he continues to be ill and he will report for duty as 
soon as he become fit. The leave applied for was over by 4-11-1974 and he 
reported for duty on 5-11-1974 with a fitness certificate . The management 
did not allow liim to enter in service. The union says that this is violative 
of provisions of law and standing orders and go they want this order to be 
vacated with an order to reinstate him . 

5. In the reply statement the management contends that the first issue 
regarding Sri Madhavan cannot be agitated for the reason that there was 
no settlement regarding Forest Staff on 1.6-1972 . The agrcement of 
1-6-1972 only provided for effecting a settlement at a future date and 
actually that has come into existence or.ly on 21-7-1972 . So the claim that 
he should be given the benefits acrued under settlement dated 1-6-1972, has 
no meaning. Further it is stated that he has not satisfied requisite 
conditions before he could be promoted and fitted , to the post of forest 
Supervisor A Grade. He had by letter dated 9-2-1974 requested the 
management only to promote him to some suitable grade. His claim was 
only to fit him in the Grade of Forest Supervisor B and now when this 
statement is filed the request of the union is to fix him in the Grade of 
Forest Supervisor A which is a double promotion . This is something 
which cannot be asked for on the basis of Clause 8 of the agreement 
dated 21-1-1972 . At the time of this settlement Sri Madhavan was a 
member of the clerical service and he was having the pay scale of an 
Assistant Forest Supe ,visor. The interpretation of the union that the 
Assistant Forest Supervisors need not complete the minimum prescribed 
service for promotion is incorrect. If that interpretation is accepted any 
worker who became an Assistant Forest Supervisor on the day prior to the 
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agreement would be entitled to be promoted to the post of Forest 
Supervisor A ignoring the claim of persons working as Forest Supervisors 
B grade. The intention was every body should be qualified for the next 
promotion by putting in a minimum of 5 years service in the Forest 
Department. In the case of Assistant Forest Supervisors who had completed 
5 years service in the grade on the date of agreement would be fitted in the 
Grade of Forest Superviso : A instead being fitted in the grade of 
Forest Supervisor B . Since Madhavan had not worked as Assistant 
Forest Supe:visor for 5 years he was not qualified for this promotion . 
Sri Madhavan ha i already been absorbed in the clerical service and he is 
no longer a member of the forest service and his fitting can only be in the 
regular clerical service. 

6. As far as the claim of Sri K. K. Rajendran is concerned , the 
management says that this is only a claim for arrears of wages as defined in 
the payment cf wages Act, 1936 and his remedy is only by making a claim 
under section 330 (1) of the I, D. Act. He has to take steps under that 
Act . Mo e over they say that this clain is barred by limitation . Next they 
say that his serv: 

prior to 26-10-1971 was under Staple Fibre Division and 
that service cannot be reckoned as service under Pulp Division . So for 
purpose of promction his service under Staple Fibre Division cannot be 
Cinsidered . From this it will be seen that at the relevant date he was not 
having the qualifying service, that is a minimum of 5 years prescribed for 
clerk for his next promotion . 

7. Sri K. P.M. Abdulrahiman the employee interested in issue No. 3 
abandoned his employment as a chemist under the management and the 
management presumes that he has left for gainfull employment elsewhere. 
From the circumstances available the management concluded that the 
worker had abandoned their service and accordingly his service was 
terminated and now he cannot come back to service. He entered on 
privilege levave from 11-5-1974 and went to Tirur his home town . He had 
his own official quarters within the company premises . While at Tirur he 
applicd for medical leave on 19-5-1974 in continuation of his privilege leave . 
This application was supported by a medical certificate issued by one De. 
T. Rajagopal, the Assistant Surgeon ,Government Dispensary , Thriprangode . 
The certificato was accepted as true and leave 
was granted . 

This 

followed by another leave 
application with a medical certificate requesting for 15 days leave 
from 25-5-1974 to 7-6-1974 . This was also accepted . In the first certificate 
his illness was Influenza which changed into Gastroenteritis in the second 
certificate. A third certificate with an application was forwarded in which 
the illness was diagnosied as amebic dysentery by which he wanted 15 days 
leave from 7-6-1974 . That also was accepted and leave was granted . This 
was followed by another certificate with the same illness with a leave 
application . It was added that he was also having Ulcerative Colitis. 
The Doctor recommended 30 days leave from 23-6-1974 . This leave was 
also allowed. Ulcerative Colitis continued and another leave application 
with a certificate with a prayer for leave from 23-7-1974 was sent and the 
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management accepted this . But by this time it is stated that the 
management became suspecious and they issued a registered notice on 
22-8-1974 informing him that his leave application dated 5-8-1974 
was not sanctioned . Sri Abdulrahiman received it on 23-8-1974 . 
This was replied by the worker with a letter saying that his Doctor had 
advised him to go under treatment for a few more days . No medical 
certificate was sent along with this letter. Another leave application date 1 
5-9-1974 with a medical certificate was sent saying that he was continuing 
with illness of ulcertative politis . The managemeat states that it became 
clear to them that the worker was no longer interested in continuing with 
their employment and therefore they sent a registered letter with ackno 
wledgment due on 12-9-1974 . He was directed to reporthimself for medical 
examination of the companies medical officer on any working day within 
3 days of a receipt of notice . They treated his medical certifícate as 
unbelievable. This was returned unclaimed and the management got it back 
on 4-10-1974 . Endorsementby postalauthorities,showed thathe was moving 
about freely . Yet another leave application was received on 8-10-1974 with 

medical certificate. In this the Doctor had described thathe was suffering 
from chronic synacitis . When the registered notice was returned unclaimed 
a notice was published in the " Mathrubhumi" on 12-10-1974 by which 
Sri Abdu was required to report himself for medical cxamination within 48 
hours of its publication . They also mentioned that if he failed to do so the 
management will presume that he has aban loned his employment under 
management. This time expired on 14-10-1974 and on that day they 
received yet another registered letter saying that his Doctor had said that 
he should not travel to Calicut. No medical certificate was enclosed with 
this letter . From all these facts the management concluded that he had 
abandoned and so a communication was sent on 16-10-1974 informing that 
the management deems that he has abandoned his service with effect from 
6-8-1974 . So they say that there is no scope for interferen e because the 
standing orders provide for such termination . Further they say that the 
worker was carrying on his father s business and he was acting as the 
manager of the concern owned by his father under the name of Kerala 
Wood Panels and Timber Products" . According to the management the 
worker is not entitled to any relief what so ever. There is also a rejoinder 
filed by the union . 

8. The management filed C. M. P. 143/78 challenging the validity of 
the reference order in regard to issues 1 and 2. An order was passed on 
1-9-1978 holding thatthe reference is legal. Afterwards the parties adduced 
oral and documentary evidence. 

9. WW1 speaks about issue No. 3. He speaks in accordance with the 
settlement filed by the Union . In cross- examination he was confronted 
with the several applications and medical certificates, sent by him and 
most of them are proved . He was specifically asked about a registered 
letter and it was returned unclaimed. He was also shown a publication in 
" Mathrubhumi” . He was also asked about his employment as manager 
of Kerala Wood Panels. 
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10. WW2 speaks about issue No. 1 . He is the concerned worker . He 
is also crogg-examined elaborately . WW3 speaks about issue No. 2 and 
WW4 is the Joint Secretary of the Union . He also proves certain 
documents. He is also cross- examined . 

11. MWI is the Laboratory Superintendent of Pulp Division . He says 
about the working of Sri Abdul Rahiman . He was working as chemist in 
the Laboratory. He is also cross - examined . 

12. MW2 is the medical officer of this company. He speaks about some 
of the illnesses reported by WWI. MW3 is the factory manager. He 
speaks about the medical scheme < pplicable to employees who are not 
covered under the E. S. I. Act. WW1 was such an employee and he says 
that medicines prescribed by Noctors when employees are away is also 
reimbursed provided the prescriptions, bills etc. are given by the Doctor . 
He proves the publication . He is also cross- examined . 

13. MW4 was working in the raw material division of the Pulp Division 
Mavoor prior to May, 1978 . He speaks about the business carried on by 
his son at Bangalore. In connection with this business he would say that 
he had mct WW1. He also proves a letter. He is also cross-examined . 

14. The issues are not connected with each other except that it is 
sponsored by the Union and the management also being the same. So they 
are being discussed and decided separately . 
C. R. Madhavan : 

15. Sri C. R. Madhavan has joined service of this management as 
Assistant Forester on 20-8-1962 on a consolidated salary of Rs. 60 per 
month . By a long term settlement dated 26-10-1963 he was posted in the 
scale of maistry and the higher scale of Assistant Forester was not given to 
him . By the subsequent settlement in 1968 woen the scale of maistry was 
revised that was given to him frorn 1-8-1970 . His designation was changed 
from Maistry to Assistant Forest Supervisor and his increment was raised 
to Rs. 5. He would say that he has worked as Assistant Forest Supervisor 
till 20-12-1972 . From 20-12-1972 his designation was changed to routing 
clerk . By the third long term settlement of June, 1972 , new scales were 
allowed to all persons. The same agreement by clause 41 provided for a 
subsequent and separate settlement for the Forest Staff and this was 
concluded on 21-7-1972. By clause 8 of the settlement all the existing 
forest supervisors were to be upgraded to forest Supervisor A in the scale 
of Rs. 175-14-245-16-325 . The management ought to have given this 
scale of Forest Supervisor A to this worker also with effect from 26-10-1971 . 
Instead of giving this they gave him a scale routine clerk from 20-12-1972 . 

16. The management contends that this worker had never raised this 
dispute in this form till it came to this court. In 1972 a letter was sent to 
them saying that he should be promoted to a suitabl : grade . The 
conciliation proceedings were initiated on the basis of this lettr. Suitable 
grade for which he asked in this letter is the grade of Forest Supervisor B 
and now this claim cannot be raised . Sri Madhavan was a member of the 
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olerioal service working as routine clerk and he has availed of all the benefits 
given to a routine clerk which was a designation equvalent to that of 
Assistant Forest Supervisor . The interpretation nw attempted to be given 
to Clause 8 of th : agres nent dated 21-7-1972 is also wrong . If the 
interpretation now sought by the union is accepted , an Assistant Forest 
Supervisor who got this designation on the previous day would become 
entitled to get this grade skipping over the Forest Supervisors Grade B . 
The intention was to give this benefit to all who were had all put in 5 years 
service on a particular grade as on 26-10-1971 . They further say that in 
the case of Assistant Forest Supervisors who had completed 5 years of servico 
in the grade on the date of agreement would instead of fitting in the Porest 
Supervisor grade B would be directly fitted in the grade of Forest 
Supervisor " A . This was made so because the categories of Forest 
Supervisor A and B were crcated for the first timeby this settlement. 

17. WW2 is the concerned work nen and he refers elaborately to the 
facts mentioned by the usion in the claim statement. The relevant 
documents are Exts . M 29 to M 35 . He was promoted as Assistant Forest 
Supervisor in the grade of Rs. 33. 50-5-133.50 on a basic salary of 
Rs.108.50 with effect from 1-8-1970. Ithas to be borne in mind that even at 
this time when this promotion was given to hin he was working in the 
office as a clerk at West Hill . Prior to this promotion he was a maistry . 

18. Is he entitled as per the settlement dated 21-7-1972 to be promted 
as Forest Supervisor "A as claimed by him ia the statement ? Clause 8 
prescribes the wage scales of 7 categories ofworkers. This settlement was 
effected in pursuance to clause 41 of Ext. M 28. Clause 41 reads as 
follows: 
" It is agreed that the terms and conditions of cmployees in the Forest 

Department will be discussed and settled scparately " . 
The various categories for which the salaries have been prescribed are 
all persons of the forest department. The management has raised 2 points. 
First is that even on an interpretation of clause 8 the worker is not entitled 
to get it because on the relevant date he had not put in 5 years service as 
Assistant Forest Supervisor, the minimum qualification prescribed for 
promotion to the Forest Supervisor A . Secondly they say that even on 
the admission of theworker he was a routine clerk working in the west Hill 
office and he has nothing to do with the categories or pay scales prescribed 
for the Forest Staff. The settlement referred to applic3 only to Forest Staff 
and he has no claim whatsoever . The relevant clause after prescribing 
the pay scales reads as follows : 
“ Persons who have completed five year s of service is a particular 

grade as on 26th October, 1971 will be upgraded to the next 
higher grade except the existing Assistant Forest Supervisor who 
will be upgraded to forest Supervisor- A . Over and above this, 
persons who are holding independent charge could be considered 
for further promotion if they are found satisfactory " . 


The management elaborately states in their statement that even in case 
of Assistant Forest Supervisors the minimum qualification of 5 years 
experience was necessary for promotion , to the higher grade. They created 
the posts of Forest Supervisor A and B for the first time by this settlement 
and in order to avoid any heart burning to the persons qualified by 
forcing to work as Forest Supervisor B and then forest Supervisor A , 
they skipped the forest supervisor B category . What is the attitude of 
the worker. Now the union has very clearly made this demand and they 
have sought this interpretation also . But did the worker when he 
approached the management raise the samne plea . The settlement is in 
July 1972. At least by the end of that year he would have becomeaware 
of his rights . If there had been an incident of Assistant Forest Supervisors 
with lesser service than 5 years been promoted , he would have as an 
ordinary and reasonable person made this demand . The first written 
request by him for some relief in pursuance to this settlement is made by 
Ext. M33. If the union had received any complaint from the worker they 
could very well have produced here. Ext. M33 is dated 9-2-1974 . In this 
letter he does not say that he should be fitted in the scale of Forest Super 
visor ‘ A ’. He has mentioned that he has been working as a clerk from 
14-10-1969 at Calicut office, West Hill. The request contained in the last 
para is as follows : 

19. “ Hence I request you to promoteme in the suitable grade." It is 
not mentioned anywhere in the previous paras that he is entitled to be 
fixed in the grade of Forest Supervisor by virtue of settlement dated 
21-7-1972 . While tendering evidence before this court he admitted the 
category of Forest Supervisors were divided into A and B on the basis 
of this agreement. The Category of Assistant Forest Supervisor is one 
below these two categories. If the interpreation sought to be made by the 
union is accepted then all the Assistant Forest Supervisors who were 
working thereon the day prior to that settlement would be entitled to be 
promoted as Forest Supervisors A . If actually the management had done 
so the worker could very well have cited such examples. So from the 
conduct of the worker and also in the absence of any evidence to show that 
such course was adopted I find that the qualifying experience of 5 years was 
necessary for Assistant Forest Supervisors also to be promoted to the category 
of Forest Supervisors A . 

20. The sentence referred to which is the subject matter of this contro 
versary carries the meaning that all the Assistant Forest Officers having 
5 years experience would be promoted as Forest Supervisor ‘A ’ and they 
need not come to the intermediary category of Forest Supervisor B . 
Though the union has a case that he joined as Assistant Forester in 1962 
the statement itself clearly says that he was working as maistry in the scale 
applicable to maistries and the promotion to the post of Assistant Supervisor 
was given to him only from 1-8-1970 . Para 3 of the statement clearly shows 
this. He was promoted as Assistant Forest Supervisor on 1-8-1970 by 
Ext. M34 . So as on the date of this settlement he was not having 5 years 
of service as Assistant Forest Supervisor and he is no tentitled to any relief . 
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21. The next issue relates to Sri K.K. Rajendran . It is the case of 
the union in respect of this worker that he joined this establishment on 
26-5-1976 on a consolidated salary of Rs. 120 in their Forest Divisioa at 
Coorg Office. After a few transfers he reached the Mavoor Office, and he 
was designated as clerk B with a basic salary of Rs. 106.50 with effect 
from 1-3-1970 . On the basis of the long term agreement on 1-10-1972 the 
union would say that he ought to have been promoted to the post of clerk 
A with effect from 26-10-1971 , the rilevant date mentioned in the agree 
ment. This benefit was not given to him and this is unjust and improper. 
WW3 also supports this plea . The management has raised a number of 
preliminary points regarding the maintainability and his claim that he has 
been qualified to get this post . They say that on 26-10-1971 he had not 
completed 5 years of service under this management and so he is not 
entitled to this relief. The concerned worker is WW3 and he proves W1 
and W3 and a few other documents. The management has raised a plea 
that his service initially was in Staple Fibre Division an entirely different 
entity which has got separate standing orders and working arrangements. 
The union would say that this is not correct. The workers are transferable 
from one to the other and the same is owned by the same company and 
the distinction has no effect on these workers. This question is to be 
considered first . 

22. The management relics on the long term agreement which are 
marked here as Exty . M28, 30 and 31. Taese documents would show 
that these agreements relate to Pulp Division of this Company. Several 
unions of workers are parties to this settlement and the claim now made by 
the union is based on one of these settlements. Even after this dispute was 
referred for adjudication the parties have entered into settlements regarding 
certain issues and they are also marked here . Ext. M43 relates to Gwalior 
Rayons Silk Manufacturing Company (Pulp Division ). M42 relates to 
Staple Fibre Division of the same company. The settlements referred to 
and the settlements after the reference clearly indicate that separate terms 
and working conditions are prescribed for the workers in these two divisions. 
The wage scales are different and the bonus prescribed is also different. 
So these documents will clearly show that the management has treated these 
two separate entities and the workers through the unions have agreed to 
accept this as a reality . So for the limited purpose of this case I find that 
these are two divisions of the same company. 

23. The relevant clause on the basis of which the claim is made by the 
worker reads as follows; (p.47 of Ext. M28 ) 
“ All existing staff who have completed 5 years service in the grade as 

on 26-10-1971 will be fitted into the next higher grade, as a special 
case in order to rectify certain anomalies pointed out by the 
unions except in the case of clerks. For this purpose , service in the 
Forest Department will also be reckoned . In the case of clerks, a 

total service of five years will suffice for promotion ." 
GA . 644 /B . 
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24. So the material question is the length of service of Sri K. K 
Rajendran . When did he join first. According to the worker and the 
union he joined on 26-5-1956 on a consolidated salary of Rs. 150 in the 
Coorg Office of the Forest Division . No appointment order is produced . 
He relies on the entry in the cash book marked as Ext. M40 . It shows 
that he was paid salary on 6-9-1966 . The related voucher is produced and 
marked as Ext. M41. This voucher shows that he was paid salary for 83 
days for the period from 26-5-1966 to 31-8-1966 as a daily rated worker at 
the rate of Rs. 4 per day . The management would say that he was only 
a casual worker under the pulp division at that time and thereafter he has 
not continued there. The fact that this total period though is more than 
3 months he was paid wages only for 83 days that too specifically men 
tioning that this is on a daily basis at the rate ofRs. 4. This clearly shows 
that he was appointed on a consolidated salary of Rs. 120 per month is not 
correct. What happened to him after this is also important . The manage 
ment relies on Ext. M37 , an appointment order issued . This is issued by 
Staple Fibre Division to the same worker. The worker admits that he has 
signed Ext . M37. But he says that he has not put the date in it. Further 
he admits that the contents therein are also true excepting the date shown 
therein . The date in Ext. M37 is 8-11-1966 . If one is guided exclusively 
by the document, what was his status under the management on 31-8-1966 
the last working day as per the voucher relied on by him . From a perusal 
of this document it is seen that the date his name and other relevant 
entries were made simultaneously . It is seen that he has signed this docu 
ment and accepted the terms and conditions offered therein . On the basis 
of this it can only be stated that he commenced to serve under this manage 
ment only from 9-11-1966 . That appointment was under the Staple Fibre 
Division , totally a different entity . When he was transferred and what 
happened to his service in the Staple Fibre Division on a transfer to the 
pulp division is not clear from the evidence. A number of subsequent orders 
are produced and these orders also do not show the date on which he 
was transferred . 

25. Even though strictly speaking his service is not material but even 
if it is accepted for argument sake as a crucial date his entry into service 
is on 9-11-1966 and his continuation till 26-10-1971 will not entitle him to 
claim the benefits, the union has asked for him . He was not having the 
qualifying service of 5 years as on 26-10-1971. The settlement was entered 
into on 1-6-1972 and at least by the end of 1972 the management would 
have implemented the terms of settlemcat. Naturally the concerned worker 
would have raised the dispute if he really felt agrieved , within a reasonable 
time. There is nothing to show when excatly it was raised either by the 
worker or by th : union . There is a plea in the rejoinder that the manage 
ment has resorted to this as a measure of unfair labour practice and victi 
misation . There was no such case in their earlier statement. That does 
not bar them from raising it. But there must be cogent allegation and 
evidence to show that the management had any illwill or grudge against 
him . That he has been chosen for this victimisation or unfair labour 
practice is also not clear. So I find that the worker is not entitled to any 
relief . 
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Issue No. 3 . 


26. Sri K. P. Abdurahiman was working as a chemist in the Pulp 
division . He entered on leave from 11-5-1974 . It is his case that he feil 
ill from his native place , i. e . Tirur and it was not possible for him to 
come and report for duty . Leave was granted till 5-8-1974 and thereafter 
it was not allowed . Since he was not well even after this he again sent 
medical certificates with leave applications. When he became fit to report 
for duty he went and reported far duty on 5-11-1974 , by which time his 
leave applied for had been ever ; but the management declied to permit him 
to work . They denied him employment and the union would say that this 
is highly unjust and improper. It is a vindictive action amounting to unfair 
labour practice So they say that the worker is entitled to be re-instated 
with backwages. 


27. According to the management he was on privilege leave from 
11-5-1974 He went home to Tirur a place about 30 miles away from 
Calicut on leave. He applied for medical leave on 19-5-1974 in continua 
tion of the privileged leave and this leave continued till the month of 
August, 1971. l he last leave application dated 23-7-1974 asking for 15 
days leave was granted . When further cɔmmunications were received from 
him asking for leave , the management grew suspicious and his leave appli 
cation dated 5-8-1974 was not sanctioned . But even after that he conti 
nued to be absent. He was asked to report for duty on receipt of notice 
and this he received on 23-8-1974 and on 24-8-1974 he sent a reply saying 
that his Doctor has advised him to continue treatment for a few more 
days. No medical certificate was appended to this. This was follo :ved by 
another medical certificate and leave application dated 5-9-1974 asking for 
30 days leave till 6-10-1974 . On receipt this the management was con 
firmed in their opinion that he was only remaining absent to attend to his 
other activities in his home town, and so he was directed by letter dated 
12-9-1974 to appear before the Company s Medical Officer for medical 
examination on any working day within 3 days of receipt of this notice. 
This letter was returned unclaimed and they received it back on 4-10-1974 . 
The cover in which this letter was enclosed contained an endorsement by 
the postman that the addressee was not available in Tirur and that he has gone 
to Calicut. When this was returned they published in the " Mathrubhoomi" 
a daily dated 12-10-1974 mentioning the contents of in the latter in brief 
and as per this the worker was asked to appear before the medical officer 
of the company within 48 hours of the publication failing which they 
advertised that they will deem that he had abandoned the service under 
the management. The period expired on 14-10-1974 and on that day they 
received a letter from the worker saying thathis Doctor had asked him not 
to travel. This was followed by a communication dated 16-10-1974 saying 
that the management has deemed that the worker hasabandoned company s 
service from 6-8-1974, and that he was informed that his name has been 
removed from the rolls of the company. 
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28. According to the union it is denial of employment and according to 
the management it is abandonment of service. Abandonment is a term 
which has crept into industrial adjudication by reason of it being used in the 
Standing orders. It is not defined anywhere . What is abandonment is 
something which has been a cause of litigation in a number of disputes . 
Despite this the unions have agreed and the managements have accepted to 
put a clause in the standing orders enabling the management to treat a 
person as having abandoned the job under certain circumstances. This has 
been the subject matter of discussion and decision in a decision reported at 
1963 (II) LLJ 638 at 642 which reads as follows : 
“ It is true that under common law an inference that an employee has 

abandoned or relinquished service is not easily drawn unless 
from the length of absence and from other surrounding circum 
stances an inference to that effect can be legitimately drawn 
and it can be assumed that the employee intended to abandon 

service. 
Abandonment or relinquishment of service is always a question of 

intention , and normally such an intention cannot be attributed to 
an employee without adequate evidence in that behalf. Butwhere 
parties agree upon the terms and conditions of service and they are 
included in certified standing orders, the doctrines of common law 
or considerations of equity would not be relevant. It is then a 

matter of construing the relevant term itself.” 
In a later decision reported in 1967 ( II) LLJ at page 886 The Supreme 
Court considered : 
“ There is dispute between the parties as to what these words in the 

standing order, which evidence the conditions of service , mean . 
So far as Hanuman is concerned , he admitted in his statement in 
cross - examination that under the standing order if a workman 
remained absent from duty for more than eight days his service 
stood terminated . This shows what the workman understood the 
standing order in question to mean . The standing order is 
inartistically worded , but it seems to us clear that when the 
standing order provides that a workman will lose his lien on his 
appointment in case he does not join his duty within eight days of 
the expiry of his leave , it obviously means that his services are 
automatically terminated in the happening of the contingency : 
We do not understand how a workman who has lost his lien on his 

appointment can continue in service thereafter." 
In a later decision decided in 1979 reported in 1979 (II) LLJ 186 their 
Lordships of the Madras High Court have held that 
When the service of a workman stands terminated under standing 

orders the Government is not bound to refer the dispute arising out 
of such termination of service for adjudication as the claim will be 
on consistent with the agreement between the parties . 


> 
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So the decisions clearly show that in cases where there are Standing 
orders providing a worker to be treated as abandoned if he remains absent 
for a specified number of days. The management is free to remove his 
name from the rolls. 

29. But before this the facts and circumstances in each case has to be 
analysed in detail. The management has produced all the medical certi 
ficates and leave applications. 

30. The first communication by which the management decided to take 
action is marked here as Ext. M13. This is a registered letter . It concludes 
as follows : 
" You are, therefore, hereby directed to report yourself before the 

Company s Medical Officer on any working day within three 
days of the receipt of this notice , for me lical examination and for 
pruduction of his certificate before themanagement, failing which 
we will have to consider that the version of your sickness so far 
reported to us as per your earlier leave application wasmere 
pretension and false to your knowledge and that for your ulterior 
purpose you have abandoned 

your employment under the 
management for reason personal to yourself." 
This was sent by registered post and the worker s contention is that 
he has not received it . But I find from the cover and in the postal 
acknowledgement which has been received back by the management that he 
was not available in this home address . The Union counsel also tried to 
argue that there is no address shown on the cover. A perusal of the cover 
which is produced along with the letter will show this. Ext. M13 has the 
correct address and also the postal acknowledgement contains the correct 
address . Since this was not received by him , the management caused a 
publication to be made in the Mathrubhoomi" and that is marked as Ext. 
M15 . By this notification dated 12-10-1974 which also mentions the registered 
letter which was not received by him the worker was clearly told that the 
management has no belief in the medical certificate and the worker was 
asked to report before the medical officer within 48 hours of the publication . 
He was to report before the Company s Doctor. Itwas only a distance of 
about 30 miles and the endorsement on the postal cover shows that he was 
not taking rest in his house . By Ext. M22 a letter sent by the worker on 
13-10-1974 he admits that he has seen the notice published in the 
Mathrubhoomi. Instead of acting as per this direction he stated that his 
Doctor has asked him not to travel. Nomedical certificate was produced 
along with it. He said that he will produce the same on his joining duty . 
So he knew the intention of the company. He was aware of the Standing 
orders. Publication was effected by the management, read it and wrote a 
reply. He knew the consequences of not going to the company s Doctor in 
very clear terms. 

The management had made it known to him . A 
registered notice sent in September was returned and after about a month 
they published almost the samematter in a prominent newspaper. There is 
no evidence except his oral testimoney to show that as on the date of the 
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publication of this notice in the Mathrubhoomi he was in such a bad state 
of health that he would have suffered any serious injury if he travelled 
a distance of 30 miles or 40 miles from his house to Calicut. 

31. The Management s counsel points that the Doctor examined him 
gave certificate on 18-5-1974 saying that he suffering from influenza and he 
was asked to remain away from duty for six days. By Ext. M3 the same 
Doctor on 24-5-1974 certified that he was suffering from Gastro Entrites for 
which he required 15 days leave . The further certificate is dated 7-6-1974 
from the same Doctor. By this timehe got ameobic dissentry Ext. M7 is 
another certificate dated 23-7-1974 , his ameobic dissentry continued and he 
was advised to take leave for 30 days. These were all sanctioned by the 
management. Ext. M : A dated 23-7-1974 shows that his illness changed or 
took a turn to Ulcerative Collites M11 another certificate issued by the 
same Doctor on 5-8-1974 shows that Ulcerative Collities continued . From 
6-10-1974 his illness changed into Chronic Synacitis and he was advised to 
to take 30 days rest from 6-10-1974 . When he saw the publication he could 
yery 

well have approached the Doctor and obtained a certificate saying that 
he is not fit to travel a distance of 30 to 40 days in this condition of a man 
suffering from acute or chronic synasitis. What is important is that he has 
not cared to prove that when the publication came his health was in such a 
bad condition that by travelling he would have risked his health . 

32. There is evidence in this case that his company is giving medical re 
imbursement of the amount spent by the employees for purchase of medi 
cines. Except these medical certificates, there is no evidence to show that 
this employee who was reported to be ill for a long periud ever used this pri 
vilege to get reimbursement from the company. These circumstances are 
narrated here only to show thatwhen he saw the publication the duty was 
heavily on him to report before the compay s Doctor and he has failed to do 
that. The manage nent counsel argues that if he was actually suffering from 
these diseases he would have definitely rushed to Calicut or his relatives 
would have rushed him to Calicut where efficient Doctors are available for 
consultation . There is some force in this contention. His non - availability 
when the registered notice came and the absence of medical certificate to 
show that his health condition was so bad when the publication in the 
Mathrubhoomi came shows that he was not interested in continuing as an 
employee under the management. It is also averred by Management 
witnesses that the consultation of good doctors is almost free to company 
employees like this worker. He has not availed of that opportunity. This 
is a fit case where themanagement is justified in concluding that he has 
abandoned his job . So he is not entitled to any relief. 

I pass this award as stated above. 


R. K. VENU NAIR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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Appendix in I.D. 48/76 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Union . 

WW1. K. P. M.Abdurahiman , 
WW2. C. R.Madhavan . 
WW3 K.K. Rajendran . 

WW4 . Prasannakumar. 
Exts. marked on the side of the Union . 

wi. Transfer order dated 11-1-1968. 
W2. Transfer order dated 30-7-1969. 
W3. Letter dated 5-8-1969 from P. F. Jacob , Assistant Law Material 

Officer. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management. 

MWI. K. C. Janardhanan Raja . 
MW2. G. Subha Rao . 
MW3. P M. Muhammed Kutty. 

MW4 . R. S. Padia. 
Exts. marked on the side of the Management. 

MI. True copy of Medical certificate dated 18-5-1974 . 
M2. True copy of letter dated 19-5-1974 from K. P. M. 

Abdurahiman . 
M3. True copy of Medical Certificate dated 24-5-1974 . 
M4 . True copy of letter dated 24-5-1974 from K.P.M. Abdurahiman . 
M5. True copy of Medical certificate dated 7-6-1974 . 
M6 . do . letter dated 7-6-1974 from K.P.M. Abdurahiman . 
M7. do . Medical certificate dated 23-6-1974 . 
M8. (a ) Original Medical certificate dated 23-7-1974 . 
M9. True copy of Medical Certificate dated 23-7-1974 . 
M10 . do . letter dated 23-7-1974 from K.P.M.Abdurahiman . 
MI1. do . Medical certificate dated 5-8-1974. 
M12 . 

do . letter dated 5-8-1974 from K.P.M. Abdurahiman . 
M13 . do . letter dated 12-9-1974 from Labour Officer. 
M14 . do . letter dated 31-10-1974 from K.P.M. Abdurahiman. 
M15 . do . Notice published in Mathrubhoomi daily o 

12-10-1974 . 
M16 . do . letter dated 22-8-1974 from Labour Officer . 
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M17 . True copy of Medical certificate dated 5-9-1974 . 
M18 . do . letter dated 5-9-1974 from K. P. M.Abdurahiman . 
M19 . do . Medical certificate dated 6-10-1974 . 
M20 . do . letter dated nil from K. P. M.Abdurahiman . 
M21 . do . Notice published in Mathrubhoomidaily . 
M22 . True copy ofletter dated 13-10-1974 from K.P.M.Abdurahiman . 
M24 . 

do . letter dated 5-11-1974 from K. P. M. Abdurahiman 
M25 . do . letter dated 11-11-1974 from Joint President. 
M26 . do . letter dated 24-8-1974 from K. P. M.Abdurahiman . 
M27 . 

do . letter dated 16-12-1976 from Kerala Wood Panels. 
M28 . Memorandum of settlement dated 1-6-1972 . 
M29 . 

do . 

dated 21-7-1972. 
M80 . 

do . 

dated 27-2-1964. 
M31 . 

do . 

dated 6-4-1968 . 
M32 . True copy of appointment dated 18-8-1962. 
M33 . do . letter dated 9-2-1974 from C. R.Madhavan . 
M34 . do. letter dated 2-9-1976 from Vice President. 
M35 . do . office order dated 20-12-1972. 
M36 . do . office order dated 9-6-1970 
M37. Temperary appointment order dated 8-11-1966 issued 

K. K. Rajendran . 
M38 . True copy of confirmation order dated 19-4-1968. 
M39 . True copy of order dated 4-4-1975 . 
M40 . Register . 
M41. Payment voucher dated 6-9-1976 . 
M42 . Memorandum of settlement dated 31-8-1979 . 
M43 . 

do . 

dated 29-9-1977 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1084/80 /LBR . 


Dated , Trivandruin , 23rd July 1980. 


The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in resprct of the dispute 
between the Manager, The Tata Oil Mills Company. Limited Tatapuram , 
Cochin -14 and their workmen represented by the General Secretary, The Tata 
Oil Mills Company Limited Staff Association , Cochin - 18 received by Goverri 
ment on 18-7-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


Ry order of the Governor, 


P. GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


BEFORE THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL . CALICUT 

(Friday, the 11th day of July , Nineteen hundred and eighty) 


Present 


SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , BA.. B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 29/78 


Between 


THE MANAGER , 
The Tata Oil Mills Company Limited, Tatapuram , Cochin -14 


And 


THE GENERAL SECRETARY, 
The Tata Oil Mills Company Limited Staff Association, Cochin -18 


CA /718 /MC. 
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AWARD 


This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudicatiou 
by Government of Kerala by Order No. G. O. Rt. 1370/78/ L & H dated 24-8-1978. 
The issue referred is the following: 


Demands for D. A. payable to members of the staff drawing Rs. 99 
and below on a par with the workers of the company. 


Parties appeared and filed their statement and counterstatement and 
documents and some evidence was adduced on behalf of tne witnesses. Then 
the parties stated that the matter is likely to be settled and on 9-7-1980 
they filed a joint statement saying that the matter is settled . Since 
the parties have arrived at a settlement I accept the same and an award in 
terms thereof is passed and the same is shown in the Annexure. 


Calicut, 
11-7-1980. 


R. K. VENU NAIR , 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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Annexure 


BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALICUT 

Industrial Dispute No. 29 of 1978 


JOINT MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT FILED BY THE PARTIES 


The above dispute has been settled fully and finally as a result of 
discussion between the parties as follows: 

1. The management agrees to pay fifty per cent of the difference in 
Dearness Allowance calculated on the basis of 26 Ps. and 24 Ps. per point per 
month of the Working Class Consumer (Cost of Living) Index numbers for 
Ernakulam about 400 points (Old series Base August , 1939) for the period from 
1-4-1974 to 31-3-1976 to the monthly rated staff drawing Rs 99 and below as 


unmerged basic salary per month . 


2. It is clarified that this settlement applies to the monthly rated sta ! 
drawing an unmerged basic salary of Rs. 99 and below per month only in 
the service of the Company during the period 1- +- 1974 to 31-3-1976 and who 
are on the rolls of the Company on the date of signing this settlement. 

3. It is agreed that this payment will not attract any consequential 
benefit such as ESI Contribution, Overtime, Acting Allowance , Bonus, Leave 
with Wages, etc. However, this amount will attract Provident. 

In view of the settlement it is humbly prayed that the Hon ble Tribunal 
may be pleased to accept the same and pass an award in terms thereof. 

Dated this the ninth day of July , 1980. 


(Sa.) 
Advocate for the Union . 


(Sd.) 
General Secretary , 
The Tata Oil Mills Co. Ltd. Staff 
Association (For the workmen ) 


For the TATA OIL MILLS CO . LTD . 


(Sd.) 
ADVOCATE FOR THE 

MANAGEMENT 


(Sd .) 
MANAGER 
(MANAGEMENT) 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 592 /80 /LBR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 9th May 1980 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the 
dispute between the Manangement of Premier Cotton Spinning Mills 
Limited , Kaniikode West , Palghat and their workmen represented by (1) 
The Premier Textile National Workers Union , (2 ) The Palghat District 
Textile Labour Union , ( 3 ) The Palghat District Textile Mills Workers 
Union ( C.I.T.U.) , and (4 ) The Palghat Zilla Textile Mazdoor Sangham 
(Bharathiya Mazdoor Sangham ) received by Government on 28-2-1980 is 
hereby published under section 17 of the Industr Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday, the 25th day of February, Nineteen 

hundred and eighty) 

Present : 
SNRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 28/79 

Between 
The management of Premier Cotton Spinning Mills 
Limited , Kanjikode West , Palghat. 

And 
their workmen represented by ( 1) The Premier Textile National Workers 
Union , ( 2 ) The Palghar District Textile Labour Union , (3 ) The 
Palghat District Textile Mill Workers Union (CITU ), 
(4) The Palghat Zilla Textile Mazdoor Sangham 

(Bharathiya Mazdoor Sangham ). 


GA. 643/ B 
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AWARD 


This is a dispute referred under Sec. 36A (1) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 as to the interpretation of Clause 7 of the Memorandum of 
settlement dated 2-12-1977 between the above parties. The Extract of 
Clause 7 of the Memorandum of Settlement dated 2-12-1977 is given 
below : 
« 7 . Promotions : It is agreed that the criteria for promotion will be 

category seniority -cum -standard efficiency . However , workers 
acting on higher category will not be disturbed . Seniority list of 

workmen will be furnished.” 
2 . Union No. 2 and management was represented on 20-11-1979 . So 
registered notices were issued posting the case to 18-12-1979. Union No. 4 
appeared on 18-12-1979 . The first union was not present and that union 
was declared ex parte. Other unions were present and the case was posted 
for claim statement. The others filed their claim statement and on 
10-1-1980 the advocate appearing for the 4th union made the following 
endorsement on the records of this case : 
“ Since the issue has been raised in I. D. 1/80 in modified manner , the 

issue is not pressed reserving the right to raise the contentions in 

I.D.1/80." 
The other unions also have agreed to this proposition . In view of this 
the parties are allowed to press their rights in I.D. 1/80 on the files of this 
court and this reference has become infrectuous . 

Ordered accordingly . 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicat. 
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Section iii 


കരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ ( നിയമ നിർമ്മാണം- എ ) വകുപ്പ്" 


(വിഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ11150/ ലെ ”. ( എ ) 2 / 80 / നിയമം, 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 

1980 ആഗസ്ററ 4/1902 ( ശാവണം13. 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെതാഴെപ്പറയുന്നഅകററ " പൊതുജനങ്ങ 
ളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ (പസി °ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

നി മസഭ പാസാ 
ക്കിയ പ്രകാരമുളള ബില്ലിന് 1980 ആഗസ്ററ് 2 -ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണറുടെ 
അനുമതി ലഭിച്ചു . 


ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

കെ , വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെകട്ടറി ( നിയമം) 


1980 - ലെ 13 -ാം ആക്റ 


കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ 


( നമ്പർ 7) 


1980 


ആക റം 


1973 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിൽ ചില 
സർവ്വീസുകൾക്ക്, ആ സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും ആ വർഷത്തേക്കും അനുവദിച്ച 
തുകകളിൽ കൂടുതലായി ചെലവാക്കിയ തുകകൾ വഹിക്കുന്നതിന്, കേരള 
സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും ധനവിനിയോഗം ചെയ്യാൻ 
അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ആക്ററ്. 

പീഠിക --1973 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി താവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷ 
ത്തിൽ ചില സർവ്വീസുകൾക്ക്, ആ സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും, ആ വർഷാത്തക്കും 
അനുവദിച്ച തുകകളിൽ കൂടുതലായി ചെലവാക്കിയ തുകകൾ വഹിക്കുന്ന 
തിന്, കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൽനിന്നും ധനവിനിയോഗം 
ചെയ്യാൻ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിന വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യണ്ടത് ആവശ്യ 
മാകയാൽ, 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ 31 - oം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെപറയും പ്രകാരം 
നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു :-- 
G. 1403 
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1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേര്. ഈ ആക° ററിന് കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ (നമ്പർ 7 
ആക്ററ്, 1980 എന്ന പേർ പറയാം. 
2 . 1973 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച 

വർഷത്തേക്കുളള ചില 
അധികച്ചെലവുകൾ വഹിക്കുന്നതിന് കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൽ 
നിന്നും, 11,50,39,541 രൂപ നൽകൽ. -1973 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവ n 
നിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിൽ, പട്ടികയുടെ (2) -ാം കോളത്തിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള 
സർവ്വീസുകളെ സംബന്ധിച്ചുളള ചാർജ °ജുകൾ കൊടുത്തുതീർക്കുന്നതിനായി 
ആ സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും ആ വർഷത്തേക്കും അനുവദിച്ച തുകകളിൽ, കവി ആഞ്ഞ 
ചെലവാക്കിയ തുകകൾ വഹിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി, കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത 
നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും മൊത്തം പതിനൊന്നുകോടി, അമ്പത് ലക്ഷത്തിമുപ്പത്തൊ 
മ്പതിനായിരത്തി അ ഞ്ഞുററി നാൽപത്തൊന്ന്രൂപ വരുന്ന പട്ടികയുടെ( 3) -ം 
കോളത്തിൽപറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള തുകകൾ നൽകുകയും വിനിയോഗിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യു 
ന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തപ്പെട്ടതായി കരുതപ്പെടേണ്ടതാണ്. 

3 . വിനിയോഗം -ഈ ആ കററ്( പകാരം കേരളസംസഥാന സഞ്ചിത 
നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും നൽകുന്നതിനും വിനിയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനും അധികാര 
പ്പ് ടു ത്ത പ്പെട്ടതായി 

കരുതപ്പെടുന്ന തുകകൾ , 1973 മാർച്ച് 
തീയ തി അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തെ സംബന്ധിച്ച പട്ടികയിൽ 
പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ള സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കുംവേണ്ടി വിനിയോഗിച്ച 
തായി കരുതപ്പെടേണ്ടതാണ്. 


31 -ാം 


പട്ടിക 


( 2 -ം 3 -ം വകുപ്പുകൾ നോക്കുക) 


ഡിമാൻറ 
നമ്പർ 


സർവ്വീസുകളും 
ആവശ്യങ്ങളും 


നിയമസഭ സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ 
വോട്ടു ചെയ്തതി ൽ ചാർജു ചെയ്തതിൽ 

ആകെ 
കവിഞ്ഞതുകകൾ രൂപ 

രൂപ 


1,22,161 
9,06,312 


78 


1,22 ,161 
9,06,312 

78 
2,84,89,587 


2,84,89,587 


y സ്ററാമ്പുകൾ 
XIII പോലീസ് 
XVIII സാങ്കേതിക വിദ്യാഭ്യാസം 

XXI പൊതുജനാരോഗ്യ എഞ്ചിനീയറിംഗ് 
XXVIII സാമൂഹ്യവികസന പദ്ധതികളും 

ദേശീയ വികസ - സർവ്വീസുകളും 

( പ്രാദേശിക വികസന പ്രവർത്തികളും 
XXXII ജലസേചനം 
XXXIII ചൊതുമരാമത്ത 
XXXVI ക്ഷാമം 
XLIII പൊതുജനാരോഗ്യത്തിന് മുതൽ തുക 
XLV വ്യാവസായിക സാമ്പത്തിക വികസനത്തിന് 

മ ത ൽ തുക 
XLVI ജലംസചനത്തിന് മുതൽ തുക 
XLVII പൊതുമരാമത്തിന് മുതൽ തുക 
XLVIII മററു ജോലികൾക്ക്മുതൽ തുക 

LII പെൻഷൻ കമ്മ്യൂട്ടേഷൻ തുക 


8,78,585 
65,86 640 
5,02,45,027 

34,761 
46,03,368 


8,78,585 
65,86,640 
5,02,45,027 

34,761 
46,03,368 


4,032 


21,59,463 

68,07,633 
1,27,27,779 

11,74,115 


4,032 
21,59,463 

68,07,633 
1,27,27,779 

11,74 ,115 


നുകെ 


11,50,35,431 


4 ,10 


11,50,39,541 
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PARTJ 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Forest) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Ms.) No. 347/80/AD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 29th September 1980 . 
S.R.O.No. 1091/80.- In exercise of the powers conferred by section 6 of 
the Kerala Forest Produce ( Fixation of Selling Price) Act, 1978 (29 of 1978 ) 
the Governmen : of Kerala , being satisfied that it is necessary so to do in 
the public interest, hereby exempt the sale of any forest produce to the 
Kerala News Print Project under the Hindustan Paper Corporation . The 
Kearla State Bamboo Corporation and the Travancore Plywood Industries, 
Punalur from the provisions of Section 5 of the said Act. 

By order of the Governor , 
K. V. VIDYADHARAN , 

Special Secretary. 
Esplanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification , but is intended to explain its 
purport . 

After Government have notified Selling Price of Forest produce as per 
G. O. (Ms.) No. 117 /80 /AD dated 31-3-1980 published as S.R.O. 
No. 342/80 under Section 3 of the Act 29 of 1978 , Forest pro fuce cannot 
be sold at prices less than the selling price. Under Section 6 of the Act, 
Government can exempt in public interest by notification , the sale of 
forest produce to Companies owned by the Central Government or by 
Government of Kerala . As Kerala News 

Print Project, 

Bamboo 
Corporation and the Travancore Plywood Industries, Punalur are under 
takings of the Central Government and the Government of Kerala 
respectively it is considered expedient to exempt from the provisions of 
section 5 of the Act. The notification is intended to achieve this object. 
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PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1387/80 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 1st October 1980 . 

S.R.O. No. 1092 /80. - Whereas the Project Engineer, Kerala Federa 
tion of the Blind Light Engineering Training -Cum - Production Centre, 
Angamaly South has submitted , for the approval of the State Government, 
a scheme for the regulation of the hours of employment, intervals for meals 
and holidays of persons employed in or attending the above Centre attached 
to the Kerala Federation of the Blind which is a non -profit charitable 
organization ; 

And whereas the Government are satisfied that the provisions of the 
said Scheme are on the whole , not less favourable than the corresponding 
provisions of the factories Act, 1948 ( Central Act 63 of 1948 ) ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 86 of 
the Factories Act, 1948 (Central Act 63 of 1948 ), theGovernment of Kerala 
hereby exempt the Kerala Federation of the Blind Light Engineering 
Training- Cum - Production Centre , Angainaly South -683573 attached to the 
Kerala Faderation of the Blind from all the provisions of the said Act, 
subject to the condition that this exemption shall be withdrawn by the 
Government at any time without notice . 

By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
Esplanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

The Project Engineer , Kerala Federation of the Blind Light Engineer 
ing Training-Cum -Production Centre, Angamaly has requested Government 

exempt the Light Engineering Training-Cum - Production 
Centre for the Blind at Angamaly South from the provisions of the Factories 
Act, since it is not a factory and since it not a profit earning institution 
but one rendering social service for the Blind . Government are satisfied 
about the necessity for exempting the above Institution from the Factories 
Act, 1948. Government have decided to exempt the Light Engineering 
Training -Cum - Production Centre for the Blind at Angamaly South form ali 
the provisions of the Factories Act and Rules framed thereunder. This 
notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


to 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Water and Transport ( Transport - B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O.Rt. 639 /80 /W & T . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 19th September 1980 . 
S.R.O. No. 1093 /80. - Whereas the Managing Director, Kerala Tourism 
Development Corporation Limited , Trivandrum has constructed two Tourist 
Coaches for the purpose of plying the vehicles as All India Tourist Vehicles, 
the details of which are hereunder given ; 

And whereas the over all length and overhang of the said Vehicles 
exceed the limits prescribed under sub -rule (2) of rule 267 and sub-rule 294 
respectively of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala are satisfied that the vehicles 
can conveniently be used as All India Tourist Service vehicles to the 
Comfort and convenience of the tourists ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 368 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, the Government of Kerala hereby 
exempt the said vehicles from the provisions of sub -rule (2) of rule 267 and 
rule 294 of the said Rules. 


DETAILS OF THE VEHICLES 


Sl. Type of Engine 

Chassis Overall Overhang Seating Wheel 
No. Vehicle No. 

No. length 

capacity Base 
1. Tourist ALI. 96892 ALC . 116335 1030 Cms. 60.5 % 35 210 " 

Coach . 
2. Tourist AL1. 96829 ALC . 116092 1030 Cms. 60.5 % 35 210 % 

Coach . 


By order of the Governor, 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Sacrofary . 


(p.r.o.] 


G. 1420 
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Explanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification , but is to bring out its main 
purport) . 

The Kerala Tourism Development Corporation Limited has constructed 
2 All India Tourist Service coaches as per the specifications prescribed for 
All India Tourist service vehicles. But the overall length and overhang of 
these vehicles cxceed the limits prescribed under the Kerala Motor Vehicles 
Rules,1961. The Managing Director, Kerala Tourism Development 
Corporation Ltd. has therefore, requested Government to exempt the 
vehicles from the provisions of sub -rule (2 ) of rule 267 and rule 294 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961. Government have considered the 
request and have decided to grant the exemption sought. Hence this 
notification . 


- 
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PARTI 


GOVERNICNT OF KERALA 
Housing ( J) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. G. O. Ms. 106 /80 /Housing. Dated , Trivandrum , 13th October 1980 

S. R. O.No. 1094/80 . - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
cļause (6 ) of section 2 of the Kerala State Housing Board Act, 1971 
( 19 of 1971) and in supersession of the notification No. G. O. Ms. 
131772 /LA & SWD dated the 9th May , 1972 , published as S.R.O. No. 231/72 
in section iv of Part I. of the Kerala Gazette No. 20 dated the 16th May , 
1972 , as amended by Notification No. G. O. Ms. 42 /78/ L & H dated the 
4th April, 1978 published as S R. O. No. 358/78 in section iv of Part I 
of the Kerala Gazette No 17 dated the 25th April, 1978 and notification 
No. G. O. Ms. 100 /78 /L & HD dated the 10th August, 1978 published as 
S. R. O. No. 943/78 in section iv of Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 41 
dated the 10th October , 1978 , the Government of Kerala hereby authorise 
the authorities specified in column (1) of the Sch dule below to perform the 
functions of Compeiini Authority under Chapter XI of the said "Act for the 
areas specified against each in column (2 ) thereof . 

SCHEDULE 


Authorities 


Areas 

(2 ) 
Revenue Districts of Trivandrum , 
Quilon and Alleppey 


(1 ) 
(1) The Administrative { fficer, 

The Kerala State Housing 
Board , Trivandrum Hous 

ing Unit 
( 2) The Administrative Officer, 

The Kerala State Housing 
Board , Cochin 

Housing 
Unit 
(3 ) The Adinini trative Officer, 

The Kerala State Housing 
Board, Calicut Housing 
Unit 


Revenue Districts of Kottayam , 
Idukki, Ernakulam and Trichur 


Revenue Districts of Kozhikode, 
Malappuram Palghat and 
Cannanore . 


By order of the Governor, 
K. C. SANKARANARAYANAN, 
Special Secretary. 

(PT.o. 


G. 1514 
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Explanatory Note 


to 


( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended 
indieate its general purport). 

Sections 85 and 16 of the Kerala State Housing Board Act, 1971 
( 19 of 1971) give powers to the Competent Authority to evict persons from 
the premises of the Board . The CompetentAuthority shall be a person autho 
rised by the Gove nment by notification in the Gazette. By the Notifications 
dated 9-5-1972 , 4-4-1978 , and 10-8-1978 the Government have notified the 
Assistant Secretary (Estates) . Kerala State Housing Board , Trivandrum and 
the Regional Engineers at the Cochin and Calicut Unit of the Bhard as 
Competent authorities within their respective jurisdictions. The work 
relating to the allotment and collection has since been assigned to the 
Administrative Officers of the three nits of the Kerala State Housing Board. 
The Competent Authority has to maintain the relevant records relating to 
allotment, collection of dues and other registers containing full particulars of 
persons and premises 

Since there has been changes in the functional roles; 
it has been decided to authorise the Administrative Oficers of Trivandrum , 
Cochin and Calicut Units of the Kerala State Housing Board as Competent 
Authorities in the place of the Assistant Secretary ( Estates) of the Kerala 
State Housing Bɔard , Trivandrum and the Regional Engineers at the Cochin 
and Calicut Units of the Board . This notification is intended to achieve 
the above object. 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water & Transport Transport B ) Depaitment 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 717 /80 /W & T . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th October 1980 . 

S.R.O. No. 1095 /80. - Whereas Shri R. Khaleel, No. 5/810 , Chilli 
vayal, S. V. Colony, Calicut-6 has desired to use vehicle bearing Registra 
tion No. MED . 5177, details of which are here under given , as an All India 
Tourist Service Vehicle ; 

And whereas, the overall length and over ang of the vehicle exceed the 
limits prescribed under sub -rule (2) of rule 267 and rule 294 respectively of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 ; 

And whereas, the Government of Kerala are satisfied that the vehicle 
can conveniently be used as an All India Tourist service vehicle. 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Rule 368 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules , 1961 the Government of Kerala hereby 
exempt the said vehicle from the provisions of sub -rule (2 ) of rule 267 and 
rule 294 of the said Rules. 

DETAILS OF VEHICLE 
Registration Number : MED 5177 
Type of vehicle Omini bus 
Overall length 

990 cnis. 
Overall width 

242 cms. 
Overhand 

324 cms (61 % ) 
Engine Number ALI 84402 
Chassis Number ALB 104029 

By order ofthe Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secvatary. 

Explanatery Note 
(This doesnot form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
the general purport. 

Shri R. Khaleel, No. 5/810 Chillivayal, S. V. Colony, Calicut-6 has 
requested to exempt the vehicle specified in the Notification from the 
provisions of rules 267 and 294 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules. 1961 as 
the overall length and overhang of the vehicle exceed the measurements 
prescribed under these Rules. Government have considered the request 
and decided to grant the exemption sought for. Hence this notification . 


G. 1508 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (F ) Department 
NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 1246 /80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 4th September 1980. 

S.R.O.No. 1096 /89. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 87 
read with section 91 -A of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 (Central 
Art 34 of 1948 ), the Government of Kerala in consultation with the Emplo 
yees State Insurance Corporation hereby exempt the Aduthila Weavers 
Co -operative P & S Society Ltd. (No. H. 204 ), Payyangadi, Cannanore 
District from the operation of the provisions of the said Act for a period 
of one year from 30-5-1976 subject to the following conditions, namely : 

1. The society shall maintain a register showing the names 
and designations of its employees; 

2. Notwithstanding this exemption , the employees shall continue to 
receive such benefits under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from 
which exen .ption granted by this notification operates; 

3. The contribution for the exempted period , if already paid, shall 
not be refunded ; 

4. The society shall submit in respect of the period during which its 
cstabishment was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter 
referred to as the said period ), such returns in such form and containing such 
particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 ; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under subsection (1) 
of section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation authorised in 
this behalf shall, for the purposes of - 

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection (1) of section 44 of the said Act; or 

(ii) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as 
required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for 
the said period ; or 

(iii ) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to the 
benefits provided by the employer in cash and kind being benefits in conside 
rations of which exemption is being granted under this notifications; 

G. 1365 
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(iv ) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act had 
been complied with during the period when such provisions were in force in 
relation to the said society be empowered to : 

(a ) require the Society to furnish to him such information 

as he may consider necessary; or 
(b) enter any factory , establishment, office or other premises, 

occupied by the said Society at any reasonable 
time and require any person 

found in charge 
thereof to produce to such Inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine such documents, books and other 
documents relating to the employment of persons and pay 
ment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he 

may consider necessary ; or 
(c) examine the officers of the Society or the servants of the said 

Society or any person found in such society , establishment, 
office or other premises, or any person whom the said 
Inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe 

to havebeen an employee ; or 
(d ) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account 

book or other documents maintained in such society 
establishment, office or other premises. 

By order of the Governor , 

A.P. NAIB , 

Special Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
The President of Aduthila Weavers Co -operative P & S Society Ltd., 
Payyangadi, Cannanore has represented Government requesting exemption 
from E.S.I. Act. Government after consulting the Regional Director , 
E.S. I. Corporation and after considering the matter in theRegional Board 
meeting of E.S.I. Corporation ,Government decided to grant exemption up 
to 30-5-1977 . The notification is intended to achieve this purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1442 /80/LBR . Dated, Trivandræm , 10th October 1980. 

S.R.O.No. 1097/80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (1) 
of section 5 of the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Act, 1969 ( 22 of 
1969 ), the Government of Kerala hereby make the following further 
amendment to the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Scheme, 1969, 
published in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 305 dated the 29th 
December, 1969, namely : 


AMENDMENT 


1. Short title and commencement.- (a ) This scheme may be called the 
Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund (Amendment) Scheme, 1980 . 

(b ) It shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day of 
April, 1979. 

2. Insertion of new paragraph 32B.- In the Kerala Toddy Workers 
Welfare Fund Scheme, 1969 after paragraph 32A , the following paragraph 
shall be inserted , namely : 

" 32B . Payment of interest on Provident Fund balance in case of closure of 
accounts due to retireement. etc.- (1) Interest for a financial year shall be paid 
to a member on the balance amount (including interest allowed for the 
previous year ) in his Provident Fund Account at the beginning of each 
financial year as reduced by the amount of advance , if any, taken during 
the financial year, at the rate fixed under paragraph 32A . 

(2) In case of closure of an account due to resignation termination , 
retirement or death of a member, interest shall be paid on the balance 
amount in his Provident Fund account for all the completed calendar 
months preceding the date on which the final payment is authorised, irrespe 
ctive of the date of receipt of the claim . 

(3 ) The aggregate amount of interest credited to the account of any 
member of the fund shall be debited to the head of account, “ Interest 
Suspense Account” . 

By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
G. 1493 
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Explanatory Note 
Government intends to include a provision in the Kerala Toddy Workers 
Welfare Fund Scheme for the payment of interest on Provident Fund 
balance of a member of the Fund in case of closure of accounts due to 
retirement etc. upto the completed calendar month preceding the month in 
which the final payment is authorised . 
The notification is intended to achieve the above purpose . 


. 
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കേരള 

സർക്ക 
പൊതുമരാമത്തും വിദ്യുച്ഛക്തിയും ( കെ ) വകുപ്പ് 

പിൻവാങ്ങൽ പരസ്യം 
നമ്പർ 47986 കെ 1/79 / പി , ഡബ്ല്യ . 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1980 ഒക്റംബർ 17 . 
എസ്. ആർ. ഒ . നമ്പർ. 1098 / 80. - 1961 - ലെ കേരള സം ഥ ലമെ ടു പ് 
ആക്ററ് (1962- ലെ 21 ) 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു !പ്രകാരം 

കര 
സർക്കാർ ഇതോടു കർത്ത പട്ടികയിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ളതും, (പസ്തുത 
ആക്ററ് 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഉപ 11കുപ്പും19 -ാം കുപ്പ് ( 4) Oം ഉപവകുപ്പും 
( പകാരം 1976 നവംബർ 2 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കേരള ഗസറം III-ാം ഭാഗത്ത 
3240 -ാം പേജിൽ 1976 ഒക ° റേറാബർ 11 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ബി . 8. 25874/75 
വിജ്ഞാപനവു • 1978 ഡിസംബർ 15 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കേരള ഗസററ് 3-5 . 
ഭാഗത്ത്3500 -ാം പേജിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ തറുതിരുത്തൽ പരസ്യവും 
(പസ്തുത ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം 1978 ഒക്ടോബർ 31 -ാം 
തീയതിയിലെ കരളാ അസാധാരണ ഗസററ 7-> 8 പജുകളിൽ (പസിദ്ധ 
പ്പെടുത്തിയ വിജ്ഞാപനവും പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടി 
കൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ 
പിൻവാങ്ങുന്ന. 

പട്ടിക 
ജില്ല കൊല്ലം. 

താലൂക്ക്--കർ നാഗപ്പളളി, 

വില്ലേജ - തൊടിയൂർ 
സർവ്വേനമ്പർ വിവരണം 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 

( ഹെക്റററിൽ) 
( 2 ) 

( 3) 
11635/2 

പുഴപോലെ കിടക്കുന്ന നിലം 0.0120 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

പി , സ മിനി, 

ജോയിൻറ് സെകട്ടറി. 
വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറ 

ഭാഗമല്ല . അതിന്റെ 

പൊതു ഉപദേശം 
സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചു കൊണ്ടുളളതാണ് .) 

വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള ഭൂമിയെ സംബന്ധിച്ചുളള വിലയ്ക്കെ 
ടുക്കൽ നടപടികൾ ആ ഭൂമി നിരയ്ക്കകത്ത 

വരുന്നതല്ലാത്തതുകൊണ്ട 
പിൻവലിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Taxes ( B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O.MS. No. 84 /80 /TD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 24th October 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1099/80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
subsection (1 ) of section 13 of the Agricultural Income Tax Act, 1950 
(XXII of 1950 ), the Government of Kerala hereby postpone the collection 
of agricultural income tax that may become due from the Rehabilitation 
Plantations I td ., Punalur, for the years 1982-89 10 1990-91 till the entire 
Joan sanctioned to it through the Agricultural Refinance and Development 
Corporation with interest thereon is fully repaid . 

By order of the Governor, 
N.KRISHNAN NAIR , 

Secretar) . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to achieve 
the ger eral purport) . 

The Government consider that the Agricultural Income Tax due from 
the Rehabilitation Plantations Ltd., Punalur should be postponed till 
the entire loan amount sanctioned to it through Agricultural Refinance and 
Development Corporation is fully repaid with interest . This condition has 
been insisted by the Agricultural Refinance and Development Corporation 
for availing of the loan assistance . The Guarantee Deed and General 
Agreement have been executed by the Government of India, Government 
of Kerala and he Rehabilitation i lantation Ltd., in corporating also the 
above said condition 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (B ) Departmeat 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1492 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 24th October 1980 . 

S.R.O. No. 1100 /80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 6 
of the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Act, 1969 (22.of 1969) read 
with the first proviso to paragraph 4 of the Kerala Toddy Workers 
Welfare Fund Scheme, 1969 , the Government of Kerala hereby appoint 
Shri M. K. Raveendranatban , Additional Secretary, (Excise ), Board of 
Revenue, as a Director of the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Board 
in the place of Sri N. P.Narayanan and make the following consequential 
amendment to the Notification issued under G. 0. ( Rt.) No. 947179/ L & H 
dated the 3rd July , 1979 and published as S. R. . No. 753 79 in the 
Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 468 dated the 3rd July , 1979, namely: 

AMENDMENT 
In the Schedule to the said Notification , under the heading “ Officials 
nominated by the Government” , for serial No. 5 and the entry against it, 
the following shall be substituted namely : - “ 5 . Shri M. K.Raveendra 
nathan , Additional Secretary (Excise ), Board of Revenue” . 

By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
Esplanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 
Shri N. P. Narayanan 

been transferred and Shri 
M. K. Raveendranathan has been posted in his place as Additional 
Secretary , ( Excise ), Board of Revenue Consequently, Government have 
decided to appoint Shri M K. Raveendranathan as a Director of the Kerala 
Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Board . The notification intended to 
achieve the above purpose . 


has 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Agriculture (Co-operation ) Department 


ORDER 


G. O. MS. 385 /80 /AD . 

Dated , Trivandrun , 14th October 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1101 /80. - Whereas under clause (d ) of subsection (2 ) 
of section 56 of the Kerala Co -operative Societies Act, 1969 ( 21 of 1969), 
a society may make donations not exceeding ten per cent only of the net 
profit for any charitable purpose as defined in section 2 of the Charitable 
Endowments Act, 1890 ( Central Act 6 of 1890 ); 

And whereas it is reported that a large number of societies in the State 
are willing to make donations in excess of ten per cent of the net profit , to 
the State Co- operative Union for the construction of buildings to house the 
Co -operative Training centres and Co -operative Colleges at Trivandrum , 
Trichur and Calicut; 

And whereas the Government are satisfied that it is necessary in the Public 
interest to exempt the societies in the State from the provision of clause (d ) 
of subsection (2 ) of section 56 of the said Act to enable them to make 
donations in excess of ten per cent of the net profit, to the State Co 
operative Union for the construction of buildings to house the Co-operative 
Training Centre and Co-operative Colleges at Trivandrum , Trichur and 
Calicut; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 101 of the 
Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 1969 (21 of 1969) the Government of 
Kerala hereby exempt all the societies in the State from the provision of 
clause ( d ) of subsection (2 ) of section 56 of the said Act in respect of dona 
tion to the State Co-operative Union, for the construction of buildings to 
house the Co - operative Training centres and Co-operative Colleges at 
Trivandrum , Tríchur and Calicut. 


By order of the Governor , 

S. PERUMAL PILLAI, 
Additional Sorrotary . 


{ P.T.O. 


0. 1549 


2 


Esplanatory Note 


( This does not form part of the Notification but is intended to indicate 
ts general purport) 

The State Co -operative Union has decided to construct buildings to 
house Co- operative Training Centres and Co-operative Colleges at 
Trivandrum , Trichur and Calicut and to seek financial assistance, by way of 
donations, from the Co-operative institutions in the State , for the purpose. 
Hence it is decided to exempt the Co-operative institutions in the State 
from section 56 (2) { (d ) of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act to enable 
societies to contribute liberally to the building fund of the State Co 
operative Union . Hence the Notification . 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 2363/80 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd November 1980 . 
S.R.O.No. 1103,80.- Under clause (s) of section 2 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (Central 
Act 2 of 1974 ) and in partialmodification of the notification issued under G. O. (Rt.) 2260/79 /Home dated 
the 20th December, 1979 and published as S. R. O. No. 30/80 in Part I Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated the 
8th January, 1980 , and G. O. (Rt) No. 1364 /80 /Home dated the 22nd July, 1980 , and published as 
SR. O. No. 706/80 in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 32 dated the 5th August, 1980 in so far as they 
relates to the area of jurisdictions of Kidangoor and Kuravilan gadu Police Stations respectively the 
Government of Kerala hereby redifine the areas of jurisdiction of Kidangoor and Kuravilangadu Police 
Stations so as to include the local areas specified in column (4 ) of Schedules A and B respectively , 
below : 

SCHEDULE A 


Name of 
Police Station 


Name of 

Taluk 


Name of 
Village 

( 3 ) 


Local areas of jurisdiction 

Kara /Desom 

( 4 ) 


.1) 


Meenachil 


Kidangoor 


Kidangoor 


1 . Koodalloor 
2. Pariyaramangalam 
3. Maridam 
4. Pullappally 
5. Vadakkeperingottukovu 
6. Kummannoor 
7. Pirayar 


( 1) 


(2 ) 


( 3 ) 


8 . Punnathura 
9. Kidangoor 
10. Chempilavu 
11. Thekkeperingottukovu 
1. Padinjattinkara 
2 . Thekkummuri 


Puliyannoor 


SCHEDULE B 


Name of 
Folice Station 


Name of 

Taluk 


Name of 
Village 


Local areas of jurisdiction 

Kara /Desom 


N 


(2 ) 


(3 ) 


Kuravilangadu 


Meenachil 


Kuravilangadu 


1. Kuravilangadu 
2 . Kozha 
3. Kalathoor 
4. Kalikavu 


Uzhavoor 


1. Uzhavoor 
2. Areekkaja 
3. Karunechi 
4. Perunthanam 
5. Monippalli 

Kurianadu 


Kurichithanam 


Kanakkari 


1. Kalathoor 
2. Kalikavu 
3. Kurumuloor 
4. Kanakkari 
5. Kadappoor 


This notification shall come into force on and with effect from 30th November 1980 . 


By order of the Governor. 

K.V. MODU , 
Additional Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate its general purport) . 

At present Kadappoor Kara in Kanakkari Village is under the jurisdiction of Kidangoor Police Station . 
This is closer to Kuravilangadu Police Station . So it is considered necessary to bring Kadapoor Kar.. 
under Kuravilangadu Police Station . 

This notification is issued with a view to achieve the above objective . 
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PART 1 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( C ) Departenent 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.Rt. No. 2418 /80 /Home. Dated , Trivandrum , 11th November 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1104/80 ..- In exercise of the powers 

conferred by 
sub section 8 ofsection 24 of the Criminal Procedure Code 1973 , (Central 
Act 2 of 1974 ), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint Shri 
K. Bhaskaran Nair, Advocate , Calicut, as Special Public Prosecutor for the 
conduct of prosecution in Crime No. 97/80 of Medical College Police Station , 
Calicut. 


By order of the Governor , 
K. ACHUTHAN NAIR , 

Deputy Secretary. 
Ezplanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to achieve 
it s general purport). 

Government have considered it necessary to appoint Sri K. Bhaskaran 
Nair Advocate , Calicut as Special Public Prosecutor without any financial 
commitment on the part of Government for prosecution of Crime No. 97/80 
of Medical College Police Station , Calicut. The notification is intended to 
achieve the above object. 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. Rt. No. 2383/80 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th November 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1112 /80 — Under clause (s) of section 2 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973, 
(Central Act 2 of 1974 ) and in modification of the notification issued under G.O Rt. 1152 /79 /Home, 
dated the 2nd June, 1979, and Published as S R. O. No. 638/79 in Part I of the Kerala Gazette 
No. 24 dated the 12th June, 1979 in so far as it relates to the area of jurisdiction of Ranny and 
Vechoochira Police Stations, the Government of Kerala hereby redefine the areas of jurisdiction of 
Ranny and Vechoochira Police Stations so as to include the local areas specified under column (4 ) of 
the Schedule A and B respectively below : 

SCHEDULE A 


Taluk 


Village 


Nameof Police 

Station 


( 1) 
Ranny 


(2 ) 
Pathanamthitta 


(3 ) 
Ranny 


Local areas of juris 
diction/Karas Desoms 

(4 ) 
1 . Perumpuzha 
2. Mundapuzha 
3. Thottamon 
4 . Vaikom 
5. Puthusserimala 
1. Pullupuram 
2. Vaiavcor 
3. Vengali 
4. Angadi 


Angadi 


( 4 ) 


(1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 
Pazhayangadi 


Ranny 


Pathanamthitta 


Vadasserikara 


Cherukole 


Perunad 


N 


1 . Aythala 
2 . Mar kuzhi 
3. Pazhayangadi kara 
1. Cherukulanji 
2 . Edakulam 
3. Kumaramperoor South 
1. Vayalathala 
2. Keekozhoor 

Karikulam 
(Except Chembano i 

and Madanthamon 

wards) 
Chethakkal 
(Only that area which 

lies on the Western 
side of Mukkada 
Vakathanam 

Road 
anc of Palam 
thodu in Vakatha 
nam Ward and 
Edamuri Ward of 
Pazhayangadi Pan 
chayat) 


Chethakkal 


SCHEDULE B 


Taluk 


Village 


Name of Police 

Station 


Local areas of jurisdi 
ction /Karas/ Desoms 


Chethakal 


Vechoochira 


Pathanamthitta 


1 . Kunnam Muri 
2. Chethakkal 


(Except that area 
which lies on he 
western side of 
Mukkada — Vakatha 
nam Public 

Road 
and of Palamthodu 
in Vakathanam 
Ward and Edamuri 
Ward of Pazhayan 

ga ti Panchayat) 
Karikulam 
(Only Chembanoli 

and Madanthamon 
Wards) 


Perunad 


This notification shall come into force on and with effect from 30th November, 1980 . 


By order of the Governor , 

K. V. MODU , 
Additional Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the Notification , but is intended to indicate its general purport) 

It is inconvenient for the people residing in the western part of Chethakal Village to go to Vechoo 
chra Police Station . It is essential in the interest of the convenience of the general public to include the 
Western part of Chethakkal Village under the jurisdiction of Ranny Police Station . 

Similarly Chembanoli and Madanthan on Wards of Perunad Village are now under the jurisdiction of 
Ranny Police Station . Inhabitants of that area have to go to Vechoochira to come over to Ranny. It is 
essential in the intere:t of the convenience of the public to include Chembanoli and Madanthamon under the 
jurisdiction of Vechoochira Police Station . 

This notification is being issued with a view to achieve the above objective . 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rr.) 2408/80 !Homc. 

Dated, Trivandrum , 10th November 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1113 /80. - Under clause (s) of section 2 of the Code of the Criminal Procedure, 1973 (Central 
Act 2 of 1974 ) and in modification of the notification issued in G. O. (Rt.) No.773/69/Home 
dated the 7th May , 1969 , and published in the Kerala Gazette dated the 20th May, 1969 and G.O. Rt. 
1143/72 /Home dated the 2nd August , 1972 , published in the Kerala Gazette dated the 8th August 1972 
in so far as they related to the area of jurisdiction of Valappad and Mathilakam Police Stations 
respectively, the Government of Kerala hereby redefine the local areas of jurisdiction of Valappad and 
Mathilakam Police Stations so as to include the local areas specified in column (4 ) of the Schedules A and B 
respectively below- 

SOHEDULE - A 
Name of Police Station 

Tala ! Village 

Local areas of jurisdiction 

KarasīDesoms 
( 1 ) 

(2 ) 

( 3) 
Valappad 

Chayakkad Engandiyoor 

1. Engandiyoor 

2. Kundaliyoor 
Vadanappilly 

Vadanppilly 
Thalikulam 

Thalikulam 
Nattika 

1. Nattika 

2. Triprayar 
Valappad 

1. Pallipurain 
2. Kazhimpram 
3 Edamuttom 


SCHEDULE - B 


Nanie of 


Taluk 


Village 


Police Siation 


( 1 ) 


( 2) 


( 3 ) 


Mathilakain 


Kodungallur 


Kaipamangalam 
Perinjanam 
Koolimuttom 


Local areas of jurisdiction 

Kara |Desom 

(4 ) 
Kaipamangalam 

Perinjanam 
1. Koolimuttom 
2 . Emmad 
3 . Kathikode 
4. Kuzhuvilangu 
1. Pappinivattam 
2 . Poovathumkadavu 
3 . Onachamavu 


Pappinivattam 


N 


Srinarayanapuram Group Village 


(1) Panangad 

1. Panangad 
2. Nelipini 
3 . Vembal ur 
4 . Pathazhakode 

5 . Vazhavana 
(2 ) P. Vemballur 

1 . Vekkode 

2. P. Vemballur 
(3 ) Ala 

1. Ala 

2. Amandoor 
(Villages Panangad , P. Vemballur and Ala ara ; couped together under one Village Officer and is known 
· as Sreenarayanapuram Group Village ). 


(1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3 ) 


Edathuruthy 


1. Payinoor 
2. Chendrappinni 


This notification will come in to force on and with effect from 30th November, 1980 . 


By order of the Governor, 

K. V. MOIDU , 

Additional Secretary . 

Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate its general purport) . 

Edathuruthy Village which was in Chavakkad Taluk has since been added on to Kodungallur Taluk , 
This Village is now within the jurisdiction of Valappad Police Station and is within the Magisterial Jurisdic 
tion of Sub Magistrate, Chavakkad . The Judicial Magistrate of 2nd Class , Chavakkad exercises jurisdiction 
over the entire area in Chavakkad Taluk and Judicial Magistrate of Ist Class, Kodungallur Exercises jurisdic 
tion over the entire area in Kodungallur Taluk except Edathuruthy Village. To bring Edathuruthy Village 
which is now a part of Kodungallur Taluk within the Magisterial jurisdiction of 1st Class Magistrate, 
Kodungallur, this Village is conveniently brought within the jurisdiction of Mathilakam Police Station , as 
desired by the High Court of Kerala. This notification is issued with a view to achieve the above 
object. 
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Section & 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) 2386 /80 /Home . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th November 1980 
S. R. O. No. 1114 /80. - Under clause (s) of section 2 of the Code of Criminal Procedure , 51973 
(Central Act 2 of 1974 ) and in modification of the notification issued under G. O. (Rt.) 1649/78 /Home dated 
the 16th August, 1978 , and published as S.R.O. No. 801/78 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 536 
dated the 16th August, 1978 in so far it relates to the local areas of jurisdiction of Vellikulangara, Pudukad , 
Chalakudy, Kodakara and Irinjalakuda Police Stations the Government of Kerala hereby redefine the local 
areas of jurisdictions of Vellikulangara , Pudukad , Chalakudy, Kodakara and Irinjalakuda Police Stations 
so as to include the local areas specified under column (4) of Schedules A , B , C , D and E respectively, 
below : 

SCHEDULE A 


Taluk 


Name of Police Station 


Village 


( 2 ) 


(3 ) 


( 1) 
Vellikulangara 


Mukundapuram 


Mattathur 


Local area of jurisdiction 
Kara | Desoms 

( 4 ) 
1. Vasupuram 
2. Nooluvally 
3. Kodali 
4. Vellikulangara 
1. Chaypankuzhi 
2. Kuttichira 
3. Ch mbankunnu 
4 . Marancode 


Kodassery 


(1 ) 


(2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


Vellikulangara 


Mukundapuram 


Kodassery 


5. Kundukuzhipadam 
6 . Chattikulam 
7. Vellikulangara 
8 . Randukai 
9 . Kormala 
10 . Veeranchira 
11. Monady 
12. Kadambodu 


SCHEDULE B 


Taluk 


Name of Police 

Station 


Village 


Local area of jurisdiction 

Kara|Desom 


No 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


Pudukad 


Mukundapuram 


Thrikkoor 


Kallur 
Nenmanikkara 


1 . Thrikkoor 
2 . 

Thalore 
3. Konikkara 

Kallur 
1. Nenmanikkara 
2. Paliakkara 
3. Thalonikkara 
4 . Pulakkattukara 
5. Chittissery 
6. Madavakkara 
7. Pazhayi 
8 . 

Cheruval 
9 . Eravakkadu 


Thoravu 


Amballur 


Chengalore 


1 . Pudukad 
2. Kannamputhur 
3. Kanjoor 
4. Thoravu Thekkummari 
5 . Thoravu Vadakkumuri 
1 . Amballur 
2 . Vendore 
3. Vetnatbara 
1. Chengalore 
2. Maravanchery 
1. Parappukkara 
2. Kongothara 
3 . Nandit kara 
4. Rappal 
5 . Moothrathikara 
1. Thottippal 
2. Nedumpal 
3. Mulangu 

Anandapuram 


Parappukkara 


Thottippal 


Anandapuram 


SOHEDULE 


с 


Talki 


Village 


Name of Police Station 


Local area of jurisdiction 

Karas|Desoms 


( 2 ) 
Mukundapuram 


(5 ) 
East Chalakudi 


Chalakudy 


1 . Chalakudy East 
2. Koodapuzha 
3 . Potta 
4 . Perambra (Part) 


(1 ) 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


(4 ) 


Chalakudy 


Mukundapuram 


West Chalakudy 


1 . Chalakudi West 
2. Vijayaraghavanpuram 


Kodastery 


1. Thazhoor 
2. Kammalam 
3. Mettippadam 
4. Mechira 
5. Kalakk kunnu 
6. Nayarangadi 


Pariyaram 


1. Pariyaram 
2. Elinjipra 
3. Vettilappara 
4. Kannamkuzhi 
5. Thumboormuzhi 
6 . Thumbakkadu 
7. Kanjirappilly 
8. Kuttikkadu 
9. Mothirakkanny 
10 . Antbrakkapadam 


Aloor 


1. Karoor 
2. Vellanchira 
3. Thuruthiparambu 


SCHEDULD D 


Name of Police Station 


Talud 


Village 


(2 ) 
Mukundapuram 


( 3 ) 
Kodakara 


Kodalara 


Kallettumlara 


Muriyad 


Local area of jurisdiction 
Karas/ Desoms 

(4 ) 
1 . Kodakara 
2 . Perambra (Part) 
3 . Thesseri 

Kallettumkara 

(Eastern side of Railway line) 
Muriyad Part 

(Eastern side of Railway line ) 

Aloor 
1. Nellayi 
2 . Pandallore 
3. Vayalore 
4. Kolathur 
5 . Alathur 
1 . Mattathur 
2. Chunkal 


AloΟΥ 
Nellayi 


Mattathar 


SCHEDULE B 


Name of Police Station 


Talus 


Village 


(2) 


( 1) 
Irinjalakuda 


( 3 ) 
1. Irinjalakuda 
2 . Kallettumkara 


L cal area of jurisdiction 
Karas/Desoms 

(4 ) 
Irinjalakuda 
Kallettumkara Part 
(Western side of Railway line ) 


Mukunda purum 


( 2 ) 


(3 ) 


( 1) 
Irinjalakuda 


Mukundapuram 


S. Muriyad 


4. Manavalassery 


5. Porathissery 


6. Madaikonam 


7 .. Pullur 


(4 ) 
Muriyad Part 

(Western side of Railway line) 
1 . Manavalassery 
2 . Cheloor 
3. Thanissery 
1. Porathissery 
2. Thaliakkonam 
3 . Karuvannur 
4 . Moorkanad 
1. Madaikkonam 
2. Mappranam 
3. Peechampillikonam 
4. Kuzhikkattukonam 
1 . Pullur 
2 . Urakam 
1. Velukkara 
2. Nadavaramba 
1. Edathirinji 
2. Kakkathuruthy. 
1. Poomangalam 
2. Edakkulam 
3. Arippalam 

Padiyur 
1 . Vadakkumkara 
2. Vellangallore 

Vallivattom 
1. Thekkumkara 
2. Vattekkattukara 
3. Karuppadanna 


8 . 


Velukkara 


9 . 


Edathirinji 


10 . 


Poomangalam 


11. Padiyur 
12 . Vadakkumkara 


13. Vallivattom 
14. Thekkumkara 


15. Karumathra 


16. Kottanellur 


17. Kaduppasseri 
18 . Thazhekkad 
19. Kattur 


1 . Karumathra 
2 . Kadalai 
1 . Kottanellur 
2 . Thumbur 
1. Kaduppasseri 
2. Avittathur 

Thazhekkad 
1. Kattur 
2. Karanchira 
1 . Karalam 
2 . Chemmanda 
3. Kizhuthani 
4 . Vellani 
5. Pullatbara 


20. Karalam 


This notification skall come into force on and with effect from Ist December 1980 . 

By order of the Governor, 

K. V. Momo, 

Additional Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification bet is intended to indicate its crencral purport.) 

For better policing , two police stations have been opened , namely Vellikulangara and Kodakara, 
bifurcating the existing jurisdictions of Pudukad , Chalakudy and Irinjalakuda Police Stations. The public 
of the above police station limits requested to readjust the local areas of the jurisdictions of these police 
stations, considering the convenience of the local people . This notification is issued with a view to achieve 
this objective. 
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(No. 966 
4th Agrzhayana 1902 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


General Education (F ) Department 


ORDER 


G. O. (P ) 196 /80 /G.Edn. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 25th Voember 1:30. 
Read :-1. G.O.P. 121/80 /G.Edn . dated 25-7-1930 . 

2.G.O.P. 127 /80 /G.Edn . dated 30-7-1980 . 
3. G.O.P. 157/80/G.Edn . dated 26-9-1980 . 
4. G.O.P. 159/80 /G.Edn . dated 30-9-1980 . 


In the G.O s read above the Educational Officers were authorised to 
issue formal sanction for the opening of the next higher standards in certain 
Departmental Schools earlier sanctioned to be upgraded where conditions 
have been fu ]Glled or where the conditions have been fulfilled to a very large 
extent on the definite condition that wlierever additional buildings have not 
been completed ; the buildings should be completed before 30-9-1990 and 
wherever the deficit land has not been procured in full such land should be 
procured before 31-12-1980 . The formal sanction in respect of the upgraded 
G.U.P.S. Payyanakkal in Kozhikode Education District could not be issued 
so far since the sponsers had not made substantial progress in fulfilling the 
conditions. It has now been reported that the Sponsors have put up the 
33 /4536 /MC. 
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additional building immediately necessary for starting Std . VIII. They 
have however -not been able to procure the necessary land . Government 
have been moved for issue of formal sanction and for exemption from the 
requirement of minimum site as the place is situated under the Municipal 


area . 


2 . Government have examined the request and are pleased to authorise 
the District Educational Officer Kozhikode to issue formal sanction for the 
opening of Std . VIII in the upgraded Government U.P. School Payyanakkal. 
Government 
are also pleased to exempt temporarily the sponsoring 
committee of the school from the procurement of necessary land till 31-3-1982. 


By order of the Governor, 


P.S. RAMAN PILLAI, 

Additional Secretary. 
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and thercfore, the symbol Camel be deleted from the list of free symbols in 
respect of the State of Kerala ; 


And whereas the Commission is satisfied that the said request of Kerala 
Congress is reasonable ; 


Now , therefore , in pursuance of clause (d ) of sub -paragraph ( 1) and sub 
paragraph (2 ) of paragraph 17 and paragraph 18 of the Election Symbols 
(Reservation and Allotment) Order, 1968 , the Election Commission hereby 
makes the following further amendments in its Notification No. 56/79 , dated 
28th September, 1979 published as S.O. 557 (E ) in the Gazette of India, 
Extraordinary, Part II Section 3 (ii ) dated 28th September, 1979 , namely : 

In Table 4 of the said Notification 
(a ) against item No. 9. Kerala, under column 2, the entry 

“ 3. Camel" shall be deleted ; and 
(b ) the existing entries 4 to 16 shall be renumbered as 3 to 16 . 


(No. 56 /79-XIX ) 


By order 


(Sd .) 
K.GANESAN , 

Secretary. 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1980. 
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Vol. XXV ] Trivandrum , Tuesday, 


[No. 964 


4th Agrahayana (Saka 1902 ) 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


NOTIFICATION 
Ref. B. 1256/80. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 15 :h Seplember 1980 . 
Whereas the Government of Kerala have in notification No. 
G.O. (Rt) 155 /75 / W & P dated 9-6-1975 as amended by G. O. (Rt.) 
No. 253)80 /W & T dated 3-5-1980, appointed the Special Tahsildar LA. (PP ), 
Cannanore to perform the functions of a Collector under the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962) . 
And whereas, it appears to 

the said Collector that the lands 
specified in the schedule below are needed or are likely to be needed for a 
public purpose; 

to wit for the formation of Edakkad Branch Canal 
between ch 8-40 to 8-79 km . for P. I. P., notice to that effect is hereby given 
to all whom it may concern , in accordance with the provisions of section 
3 (1) of the said Act. 
കേരള 

comoa 30 ° 1961-bej കേരള °LDETU . 331° 0 , " S 
( 1962-04 21-5 . n °20°) (n1950 . Alaºsojos Joy la m130 /201053 
1903 J400 °007 cl220 23 °00 196309 maj 0709103 mu "620103 07.333.3 , 

97133 nom nog 3-5-1980-5 . M9w07016 227. 6. (en 3 , 57.) mm13 253 80 / 
W & T wor03 CeBUMIOngaj$ 9-6-1975-5 . m70070lse :27. 6. ( 99 ) 3. 37.) 
155 /75 / W & P mm13 Janus ( 91990. m70019/ 107aajm9lmenzo ; 

33 /4519/ C . 
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താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിക്കുന്നഭൂമി ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന്, അതായത 
പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിയുടെഎടക്കാടു ഉപ കനാലിൻ (ചെയിനേജ 
8-10-8-79 കി . മീ .) നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്നോ ആവശ്യമുണ്ടാകാൻ 
ഇടയുണ്ടെന്നോ ( പസ്തുത കളക്റർ ക്ക് തോന്നുന്നതിനാലും അതിനുളള 
നോട്ടീസ് അതു സംബന്ധിക്കുന്ന എല്ലാവർക്കും മേപ്പടി ആക°ററ ° 3 (1) എന്ന 
വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകളനുസരിച്ച് ഇതിനാൽ നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

SCHELULE 
District - Cannanore. 

Taluk - Cannanore. 
Village - Mavilayi. 

Desom - Poduvachery . 
( The extent given is approximate ) 
Sl. No. Survey No. 

Description 

Extent in 

hectare 
1 . 

D. C. wet 

0 • 0395 
2 . 5417 

Garden 

0 : 0345 


38/4 pt . 


Total extent 


0 : 0740 


P. RAGHAVAN , 
Special Tahsildar LA (PP). 


Cannanore . 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHIED BY THE S. G. P. AT TIIE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUNI , 1980 . 


Reg . No. KL/TV ( N )/ 12 
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Vol. XXV ] Trivandrum , Tuesday, 


25th November 1980 

[ No. 965 
4th Agrahayana 1902 (Saka ) 


DECLARATIONS 


(1) 
No. L. Dis. 31289/ 80 /LRC4. 

3rd September 1980. 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection ( 2 ) of section 5 of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 ( Act 21 of 1962 ) that the lands specified in the 
Schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose, the Board of 
Revenue hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified 
in the Schedule below and measuring 0.0800 hectare be the same a little 
more or less, are needed for a public purpose to wit for the formation of 
Azhikkal Brancli Canal B1 . XXI ]oet. ch . 14880-16890 m for PIP and 
under section 7 of the Act, directs the Special Tahsildar, L.A., ( P.P.), 
Cannanore to take order for the acquisition of the lands. 

A plan of the lands is kept in the office of the Spl. Tahsildar , L.A., 
(P. P.), Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during office hours. 

1961 - ലെ കേരളാ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ്ആക°ററ” (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്റ്) 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക ° ററർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട 
പരിഗണിച്ചതിൽ താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി 
ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന്റവന്യൂ ബോർഡിന് 

ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കുകയാൽ, റവന്യൂ ബോർഡ് താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും 
0.0800 ഹെക്ടർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത്അതതന്നെയോഅതിൽ 
അൽപ്പം കൂടുതലോകുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല , ഒരു പൊതുകാര്യ 

ത്തിന്. അതായത് പഴശശി ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിയുടെഅഴീക്കൽ ഉപ കനാൽ 
ചെയിനേജ് 14880-16890 മീ , നിടയിൽ ബ്ലോക്ക് 21- ന്റെ നിർമാണത്തിന 

33/ 4520 /J . 
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ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കു 
കയും, ആ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ ആക്റ് 
7 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ താസിൽദാർ , കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളോട് 

നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ താസിൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളുടെ ആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചി 
ട്ടുണ്ട്. ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത് എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത് പരിശോധിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യാം. 

SCHEDULE 
District--- Cannanore 

Taluk - Cannanore . 
Village — Elayavoor 

Desom - Chovva . 
: ( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Sl. No. Survey No. Description 

Extent in 

Hectare 
1 . 5/10 Garden 

0.0405 
2 . 5/11 

0.0159 
3 . 5/12 

0.0236 
Total extent 

0.0000 

( 2) 
No. L. Dis. 32981/80/LRC4. 

9th September 1980 . 
Whereas the Board ofRevenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection (2 ) of section 5 of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act , 1961 ( Act 21 of 1962 ) that the lands specified in the 
Schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose, the Board of 
Revenue hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified 
in the Schedule below and measuring 0.1064 hectare be the same a little 
more or less, are needed for a public purpose to wit for the formation of 
Mavilayi field bothie Bl. VII for PIP and under section 7 of the Act, 
directs the Special Tahsildar, L. A., (PP), Cannanore to take order for the 
acquisition of the lands. 

A plan of the lands is kept in the Office of the Special Tahsildar, L. A., 
( P.P.), Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during office hours. 

1961 - ലെ കേരള സ് ലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ്) . 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് ( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്ടർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് 
പരിഗണിച്ചതിൽ താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുള്ളഭൂമി 
ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂ ബോർഡിന് 

ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ, റവന്യൂ ബോർഡ് താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയു ന്നതും 
0.1064 ഹെക്ടർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത് അത് തന്നെയോ 
അതിൽ അല്പം കൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല , ഒരു 

പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് അതായത് പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിയുടെ മാവി 
ലായി ഉപ ശാഖാ കനാൽ ബ്ലോക്ക് VII- ന്റെ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് 
ആകട 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കുകയും, ആ ഭൂമി 
വിലയ ° ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ ആക° ററ ° 7 -ാം വകുപ്പു 
( പകാരം പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ട് ലാൻറ് അക്വിസിഷൻ സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽ 
ദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളോട് നിർദ° ദേശിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 
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സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ട ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളുടെ ആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചി 
ട്ടുണ്ട്. ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത് എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത് പരിശോധിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യാം, 

SCHEDULE 
District - Cannanore . 

Taluk - Cannanore . 
Village - Mavilayi. 

Deson - Mavilayi. 
(The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Sl . No. Survey No. 

Description 

Extent in 

Hectare 
108/5 D.C. Wet 

0.0070 
2 108/6 

0.0146 
3 108/8 

0.0030 
108,9 

0. 0073 
1 08/11 Garden 

0.0102 
109/4 D.C.Wet 

0. 0354 
1096 

0. 0049 
8 109/7 

0.0005 
9 109/8 

0.01.19 
10 109/10 

0.0116 


h 


1) 


Total extent 


0.1064 


(3) 
No. L. Dis. 37034/ 80 /LRC4. 

7th October 1980. 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection (2 ) of Section 5 of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962) that the lands specified in the 
Schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose the Board of 
Revenue hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified 
in the Schedule below and measuring 0.2547 Hectare be the same a little 
more or less, are needed for a public purpose to wit for the formation of 
Varam distributory Block IV for PIP and under section 7 of the Act, directs 
the Special Tahsildar, L.A., (PP ), Cannanore to take order for the acquisi 
tion of the lands. 

! A plan of the lands is kept in the Office of the Special Tahsildar, L.A., 
(PP ), Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during Office hours. 

1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ്ആക്ററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ്) 5 -ാം 
വകുപ്പ്2 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്ററർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് പരി 
ഗണിച്ചതിൽ, താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി ഒരു 

പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂബോർഡിനു 
ബോധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ, റവന്യൂബോർഡ് താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും, 
0.2547 ഹെക്ററർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത് അത്തന്നെയാ, 
അതിൽ അൽപ്പം 

കൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല , ഒരു 
പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന്, അതായത് പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിയുടെ . വാരം 
ഉപശാഖാ കനാൽ ബ്ലോക്ക് 4 - ന്റെ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് ആക്ററ 


4 


6 -ാം വകുപ്പും പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കുകയും ആ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കു 
ന്നതിനുള്ളഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ ആക്ററ് 7 -ാംവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം പഴശ്ശി 
( പാജക്ട് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ 
എന്ന ആളോട് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക ° s ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർഎന്ന ആളുടെആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത്എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത്പരിശോധിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യാം. 

SCHEDULE 
District - Cannanore . 

Taluk - Cannanore . 
Village - Valiyannur. 

Desom - Varam . 
( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Serial No. Survey No. Description 

Extent in 

Hectare 
130/9 Garden 

0.0493 
2 130/11 do . 

0.0453 
3 130/12 do . 

0.0672 
4. 130/13 do . 

0.0514 
130/14 do . 

0.0396 
130/16 Occupied dry 

0.0019 


Total extent 


0.2547 


( 4 ) 
No. L. Dis. 37035/ 80/LRC4. 

7th October 1980 . 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection (2 ) of section 5 of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 ( Act 21 of 1962) that the lands specified in the 
Schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose the Board of 
Revenue hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified 
in the Schedule below and measuring 0.3961 Hectare be the same a little 
more or less, are needed for a public purpose to wit for the formation of 
Munderi Distributory 

No. II Block IV for PIP and under 
section 7 of the Act , directs the Special Tahsildar LA (PP), Cannanore 
to take order for the acquisition of the lands. 

A plan of the lands is kept in the Office of the Special Tahsildar LA ( PP) , 
Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during Office hours. 

1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ്) 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (2 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്ടർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് 
പരിഗണിച്ചതിൽതാഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി 
ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂ ബോർഡിന് 

ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ, റവന്യൂ ബോർഡ് താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും 
0.3961 ഹെക ° ടർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത് അത്തന്നെയോ 
അതിൽ അല ” പം കൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല , ഒരു 
- പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന്, അതായത് പഴശ്ശി 

പദ്ധതിയുടെ 
മുണ്ടേരി ഉപശാഖാ കനാൽ No. II ബ്ലോക്ക് 4 - ൻറ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് 


ജലസേചന 


5 


ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ ( പഖ്യാപിക്കു 
കയും, ആ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഉത്തരവ് 

സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ 
ആക്ററ് 7 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന 

ആളോട് 

നിർദേശിക്കുകയും 
യ്യുന്നു . 

സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശശി ( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർഎന്ന ആളുടെആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത 

പരിശോധിക്കുകയും. 
ചെയ്യാം. 

SCHEDULE 
District - Cannanore . 

Taluk - Cannanore . 
Village - Munderi. 

Desom - Aichur . 
( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Serial No. Survey No. Description 

Extent in 

Hectare 
168/7 Garden 

0.06 + 1 
2 1688 do . 

0.0165 
168/9 

do . 

0.1162 
168/11 

do 

0.0905 
171/6 de, 

0.0739 
171/7 Occupied dry 

0.0349 


Total extent 


0.3961 


(5) 
No. L. Dis. 37036/ 80 /LRC4 . 

7th October 1980 . 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection (2 ) of Section 5 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962) that the lands specified in the 
Schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose the Board of 
Revenue hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified 
in the Schedule below and measuring 0.2569 Hectare be the same a little 
more or less, are needed for a public purpose to wit , for the formation of 
Munderi distributory No. II Block VI for P. I. P. and under section 7 of 
the Act, directs the Special Tahsildar LA . (PP ), Cannanore to take order 
for the acquisition of the lands . 

A plan of the lands is kept in the Office of the Special Tahsildar LA . 
( PP .) Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during office hous. 

1961 - ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്റ്) 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 2 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്ററർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് 
പരിഗണിച്ചതിൽ താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി 
ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂബോർഡിന് 

ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ, റവന്യൂബോർഡ് താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും 
0.2569 ഹെക്ടർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത് അത 
അതിൽ അൽപ്പം കൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല , ഒരു 
പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന്, അതായത് പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചന പദ°ധതിയുടെമുണ്ടി 


തന്നെയാ 


6 


7 -ാം 


ഉപശാഖാ കനാൽ No. II ബ്ലോക്ക് 6 - ൻറ 

നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് ആവശ്യ 
മുണ്ടെന്ന്ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കുകയും, ആ 
ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ ആക്ററ് 
വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം, 

പഴശ്ശി 

c ( പാജക്റ്ററ ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളോട് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർഎന്ന ആളുടെആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത്എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത് പരിശോധിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യാം. 

SCHEDULE 

District - Cannanore . 
Taluk - Cannanore. 

Village - Munderi. 
Desom - Aiclhur. 

( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Sl. No. Survey No. Description 

Extent in 

Hectare 
76/7 Garden 

0.0858 
2 76/8 Occupied dry 

0.0639 
3 76/10 

0.1072 
Total 

0.2569 

(6 ) 
No. L. Dis. 37037/80/LRC4 . 

7th October 1980 . 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection ( 2 ) of section 5 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961 ( Act 21 of 1962) that the lands specified in the 
Schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose, the Board of 
Revenue hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified 
in the Schedule below and measuring 0.1475 hectare be the same a little 
more or less, are needed for a public purpose to wit for the construction of 
Athirakam field bothie Block III and under section 7 of the Act , directs 
the Special Tahsildar , LA . ( PP ), Cannanore to take order for the acquisition 
of the lands. 

A plan of the lands is kept in the Office of the Special Tahsildar LA . 
(PP ), Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during office hours. 

1961 - ലെ കേരളാ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ്) 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 2 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം കളക്ററർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് 
പരിഗണിച്ചതിൽതാഴെക്കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി 
ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂബോർഡിന് 

ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ, റവന്യൂബോർഡ് താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും 
0.1475 ഹെക്ററർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത് അത് തന്നെയോ 
അതിൽ അൽപ്പം കൂടുതലോകുറവോആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല, ഒരു പൊതു 
ക്കാര്യത്തിന അതായത് പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചനപദ്ധതിയുടെ അതിരകം 
ഉപശാഖാ കനാൽ ബ്ലോക്ക് 3 - ൻറ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് 
ആക്ററ് 

6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ ( പഖ്യാപിക്കുകയും ആ ഭൂമി 


1 


വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ ആക്ററ് 7 -ാം വകുപ്പു 
( പകാരം പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ അക്വിസിഷൻ സ്പെഷ്യൽ 
തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ, എന്ന ആളോട് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശശി ( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ, ഏന്ന ആളുടെആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത് എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത് പരിശോധിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യാം. 

SCHEDULE 

District - Cariminore . 
Taluk - Cannanore . 

I illage - Elayavoor. 
Desom - Atliirakan . 

( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Sl . No. Survey No. Description 

Extent in 

Hectare 
1 . 26/9 Garden 

0,0004 
2 . 34| 5 

0.061 1 
3 . 34/6 

0.0400 
4 . 34/8 

0.0460 


35 


5 


Total 


0.1475 


( 7) 
No. L. Dis. 37991/ 80 /LRC4. 

9th October 1980 . 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection (2 ) of section 5 of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962) that the lands specified in the 
schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose , the Board of Revenue 
hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified in the 
schedule below and measuring 0.8427 hectare be the same a little more or 
less , are needed for a public purpose to wit, for use as borrow pit for the 
construction ofMain Canal for P.I.P.and under section 7 of the Act, dirac te 
the Special Tahsildar L.A. ( P.P.) , Cannanore to take order for the acquisition 
of the lands. 

A plan of the lands is kept in the office of the Special Tahsildar L. A. 
( P. P.) , Cannanore and may inspected at any time during office hours. 

1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററ് ( 1962 - ലെ 21-• ആ കററ്) 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് ( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്ടർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് 
പരിഗണിച്ചതിൽ താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി 
ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂ ബോർഡിന് 

ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ, റവന്യൂ ബോർഡ് താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും 
0.8427 ഹെക്ടർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത് അത്തന്നെയോ 
അതിൽ അൽപ്പം കൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല, ഒരു പൊതു 
ക്കാര്യത്തിന്, അതായ ത പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിയുടെ പ്രധാന 
കനാലിന്റെ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് മണ്ണെടുക്കുവാനുള്ള സ്ഥലമായി ഉപയോഗിക്കു 
ന്നതിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതിനായി പ്രഖ്യാപി 
ക്കുകയും, ആ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ 
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ആക°ററ് 7 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം പഴശ്ശി | പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ താസിൽദാർ , കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളോട 

നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്റ് ലാൻറ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ താസിൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളുടെ ആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത്എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത് പരിശോധിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യാം. 

SCHEDULE 
District - Cannanore , 

Taluk - Taliparamba . 
Village - Maniyoor. 

Desom - Maniyoor . 
( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
SL. Survey No. 

Description 

Extent in 
No. 

Hectare 
1 . 269/7 Unoccupied dry 

0.0624 
2 . 269/9 

Garden 

0.1117 
3 . 270/3 Unoccupied dry 

0.6228 
4 . 271,8 

Garden 

0.0257 
5 , 11 271/9 

0.0201 


Total extent 


0.8427 


(8) 
No. L. Dis. 38362/80/ LRC4. 

15th October 1980 , 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection ( 2) of section 5 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962 ) that the lands specified in the 
Schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose, the Board of 
Revenuc hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified 
in the schedule below and measuring 0.1709 hectare be the same a little 
more or less, are needed for a public purpose to wit ,for the formation of 
Varam distributary Bl. VI for P.I. P. and under section 7 of the Act, directs 
the Special Tahsildar L.A., (PP) Cannanore to take order for the acquisition 
of the lands. 

A Plan of the lands is kept in the Office of the Special Tahsildar , 
L.A., (P.P. ) Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during office 
hours . 

1961 - ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ്ആക°s (1962 - ലെ 21 -ാം ആക°°) 5 -ാം 
വകുപ്പ്(2 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്ടർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട്പരിഗണിച്ച 
തിൽ താഴെക്കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി ഒരു പൊതു 
ക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂ ബോർഡിന് ബോദ്ധ്യ 
പ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ റവന്യൂ ബോർഡ താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും 0.1709 
ഹെക്ടർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി 

അത അ തതന്നെയോ 

അതിൽ 
അൽപ്പംകൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല, ഒരു പൊതുകാര്യ 
ത്തിന്, അതായത് പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിയുടെ വാരം ഉപശാഖാകനാൽ 
ബ്ലോക്ക് VI- ൻറ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് ആക° s 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു 
പകാരം ഇതിനാൽ പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കുകയും, ആ ഭൂമി വിലയ ° ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള 
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ഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ ആക° ട് 7 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്റ് 
ലാൻ അക്വിസിഷൻ സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളോട് 
നിർദ ° ദേശിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശശി (പാക്റ് ലാൻ താക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളുടെആഫീസിൽസൂക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത്എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അതു പരിശോധിക്കുകയുംചെയ്യാം. 

SciILDUL.F. 
District-- Cannanore . 

Taluk - Cannanore . 
Village - Valiyannur. 

Desum - Varam . 
( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Serial No. Survey No. Description 

Extent in 

Hectare 
1 . 

126/1 Garden 

() .C824 
2 . 126/6 

) . 0747 
3 . 126/8 

0.01 38 
Total extent 

0.1709 

(9 ) 
No. L. Dis. 38363/80. 

15ti ( tober 1980, 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied afier considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection (2 ) oj section 5 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961) Act 21 of 1962 ) that the lands specified in the 
schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose, the Board of 
Revenue hereby declares under section 6 of ih..ci ihai the lands specified 
in the schedule below and measuring 0.2289 hectare b : the saune a little 
more or less , are needed for a public purpose to wit for the formation of 
Varam distributary Block III and utilt r sectio11 7 of tlice Act, tirects tli 
Special Tahsildar L. A. (PP ), Cannanore to take order for the acquisition 
of the lands. 

A plan of the lands is kept in the Office of the Special Talusildar 
LA ( PP), Cannanore and may be inspected at any timr during Office 
hours. 

1961 - ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക°ററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം " " 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (2 ) ഹം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് 
പരിഗണിച്ചതിൽ താഴെക്കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടു :33 a 
ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂ ബോർഡിന 

ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ, റവന്യൂ ബോർഡ് താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും 
0.2289 ഹെക്ടർ 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത് അത 
അതിൽ അല്പം കൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടില്ല.. ഒ 

പൊതുകാര്യത്തിന്, അതായത് പഴശശി ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിയുടെ :) ) 
ഉപശാഖാകനാൽ ബ്ലോക്ക് 3 - നാ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന 

ആവശ്യാ മെന് 
ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ (പഖ്യാപിക്കുകയും, 31) * : 
വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഉത്തരവ് സ്വികരിപ്പാൻ ആക°° 7 -ാം വകുപ്പ 
പ്രകാരം പഴശ്ശി പാതക ട ലാൻ 

ദാക്വിസിഷൻ സ ° 175്യ 
താസിൽദാർ , കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളോട് നിർദേശിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യു . 
33 / 4520/J . 
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സ °loലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ട് ലാന്റ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ കണ്ണൂർഎന്ന ആളുടെ ആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത് എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത് പരിശോധിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യാം. 

SCHEDULE 
District - Cannanore . 

Taluk - Cannanore . 
Village - Valiyannur . 

Desom - Varam . 
( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Serial No. 

Survey No. Description Extent in 

Hectare 
1 . 133/4 

Garden 

0.0095 
2 . 133/5 

0.0074 
3 . 134,3 

0.0160 
4 . 134/4 

0.0007 
5 . 135/8 

0.0109 
1359 

Occupied dry 0.0957 
7 . 135/11 

0.0014 
8 . 135/12 

0.0873 


93 


13 


5 


3 


Total extent 


0 .2289 


(10) 
No. L Dis . 38364/80/ LRC4. 

15th October 1980 . 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection (2 ) of section 5 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962 ) that the lands specified in the 
schedule below have to be acquired for a public purpose , the Board of 
Revenuc hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the lands specified 
in the schedule below and measuring 0.1679 hectare be the same a little 
more or less, are needed for a public purpose to wit, for the formation of 
Varam distributory Block II for PIP and under section 7 of the Act, 
directs the Special Tahsildar L. A. (PP), Cannanorc to take order for the 
acquisition of the lands. 

A plan of the lands is kept in the Office of the Special Tahsildar . 
L.A.(PP ), Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during office hours. 

1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക° s ” (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക° s ”) 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് ( 2) –ം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്ടർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് 
പരിഗണിച്ചതിൽ താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി 
ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് 

റ വ ന 
ബോർഡിന് ബോധ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ റവന്യൂബോർഡ്, താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ 
പറയുന്നതും 0.1679 ഹെക്ടർ 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ 

ഭൂമി, അത 
അതതന്നെയോ അതിൽ അല്പം 

കൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും 
വേണ്ടതില്ല , ഒരു പൊതുക്കാര്യത്തിന്, അതായത്, പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചന 
പദ° ധതിയുടെ വാരം ഉപശാഖാ കനാൽ ബ്ലോക്ക് II- ന്റെ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് 
ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് ആക്ട് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കു 
കയും, ആ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള ഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ 


11 


ആക്ട് 7 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം, പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ട് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ , കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളോട് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ട് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, കണ്ണൂർ എന്ന ആളുടെ ആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷി 
ച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. ആ ഫീസ് സമയത്ത്എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അതു പരിശോധിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യാം, 

SCHEDULE 
District - Cannanore . 

Taluk -- Cannanore . 
Village - Valiyannur. 

Desom - Varam. 
( The extent given is scrutinised ) 
Serial No. 

Survey No. Description 

Exlent in 

Hectare 
1 . 140/5 Garden 

0.1196 
2 . 142 | 6 

0. 0510 
3 . 142/7 

(0.0270 
4 . 142/8 

0.0703 


5 ) 


Total extent 0.1670 

(11) 
No. L. Dis. 38365/ 80/LRC4 . 

15th October 1930 . 
Whereas the Board of Revenue is satisfied after considering the report 
made by the Collector under subsection (2 ) of section 5 of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962) that the land specified in the 
Schedule below has to be acquired for a public purpose the Board of Revenue 
hereby declares under section 6 of the Act that the land specified in the 
Scheduled below and measuring 0.2435 hectare be the same a little more 
or less is needed for a public purpose to wit for the formation of Varam 
distributory Block VII for PIP and under section 7 of the Act, directs the 
Special Tahsildar LA . (PP), Cannanore to take order for the acquisition 
of the land 

A plan of the land is kept in the Office of the Special Tahsildar (LA ) 
(PP), Cannanore and may be inspected at any time during office hours. 

1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ്ആക്ററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ്) 5 -ാം 
വകുപ്പ് (2) -ം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക °ററർ സമർപ്പിച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് പരിഗണി 
ച്ചതിൽ താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി ഒരു പൊതു 
ക്കാര്യത്തിന് വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് റവന്യൂ ബോർഡിന് ബാദ്ധ്യ 
പ്പെട്ടിരിക്കയാൽ, റവന്യൂബോർഡ 

പട്ടികയിൽ പറയുന്നതും 0.2435 
ഹെക്ടർ വിസ്തീർണ്ണമുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി, അത അതതന്നെയോ അതിര 
അൽപ്പം കൂടുതലോ കുറവോ ആയിരുന്നാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല , ഒരു പൊതുകാര്യ 
ത്തിന്, അതായത് പഴശ്ശി ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിയുടെ വാരം ഉപശാഖാ, 
കനാൽ ബ്ലോക്ക് 7- ന്റെ നിർമ്മാണത്തിന് ആവശ്യമുണ്ടെന്ന് ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം 
വകുപ്പ്പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കുകയും ആ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതി 
നുളള ഉത്തരവ് സ്വീകരിപ്പാൻ ആക്ററ് 7 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം പഴശ്ശി 

( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹരി വാൾ, ക 
എന്ന ആളോട് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 
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സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ പ്ലാൻ പഴശ്ശി ( പാജക്ററ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ താസിൽദാർ , കണ്ണൂർഎന്ന ആളുടെആഫീസിൽ സൂക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
ആഫീസ് സമയത്ത്എപ്പോഴെങ്കിലും അത് പരിശോധിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യാം. 

SCHEDULE 
District --Cannanore . 

Taluk - Cannanore. 
Village - Valiyannur . 

Desom - Varam . 
( The Extent given is scrutinised ) 

Extent in 
Survey No. 

Description 

Hectare 
122/2 D.C. Wct 

0,2435 


Total 


0.2435 


(Sd.) 

Secretary , 
Board of Revenue. 
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